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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 594 Last: Kaley First Linda Jean

“ The highway will be widened within CDOT’s Right-of-Way through Montbello.

Air quality, noise, hazardous materials, and fugitive dust concerns have been adequately addressed in
name: 'Linda Jean Kaley' the Final EIS.

comment_topic: 'Air Quality,Hazardous Materials,Noise,Preliminarily Identified . . . . .
Preferred Alternative Truck Traffic,Other For information on air quality and health, please see AQ1 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received

— comments: 'l live in Montbello and will be impacted by the widening of I-70 with the Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

air quality concerns, hazardous materials, noise, truck traffic,flooding,& crash

recovery. The construction of the tunnel and deep trench will create contaminated For information on how the project impacts will be mitigated including noise, hazardous materials,
“_ soil & dust particles, along with traffic emissions into the air which will add to and fugitive dust please see IMP1 through IMP8 of the Frequently Received Comments and
the already high front range ozone levels. Poor air quality will greatly impact Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
people's health in the three neighborhoods east of I-70. Driving conditions will be
a nightmare during and after heavy rains which will create flooding & crash recovery The project design will accommodate drainage, snow removal. and emergency vehicle access. CDOT
L also in winter when cold and snow with icing occur. | like the option of moving the will develop emergency management plans for this facility as it does for every state highway. CDOT

freeway onto I-76 and I-270 routes and converting the existing route to a six-lane
tree-lined boulevard. This will give the commuters the ability to get to their
destinations without adding to the air pollution in the adjacent neighborhoods. This

cannot control the extreme weather events or prevent every accident; however, the facility will be
designed with consideration of extreme weather conditions and emergency vehicle access in the

option is a win for the neighborhoods with less traffic air pollution, less no! recessed portion. In addition, the highway is designed to the federal and state highway safety design
ise, and less health impacts for the community. It also is a win for Denver by standards to lower the risks of accidents.

| B @ improving the entrance into our city with a tree- lined boulevard creating less
noise, congestion and emission pollution. This option will help keep our city “ The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
cleaner and gvea great impression for travelers and busmes'ses'wsnmg Denver. purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comme.nt' on the widening °f. the SDEIS and Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
the alternative to re-route I-70 and convert the existing route to a tree-lined Attachment Q

boulevard.’
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 111 Last Kalitowski First Mark

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

The altemative is very similar to the two Realignment Alternatives that were included in the 2008

. i Draft EIS, with the exception that the Realignment Alternatives diverted from I-70 to the northeast
Welcome: conta CtUS@I 70east.com from just east of the National Western Complex rather than the west as you suggest. Diverting from
the east side of the National Western Complex was used to reduce impacts to the Platte River and
would have fewer residential impacts. Additional analysis was performed following the 2008 Draft
EIS and the Realignment Alternatives were found not to be reasonable alternatives. Please see

Re: |-70 East EIS - SDEIS COMMENTS Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for additional information on the analysis of the Realignment Alternatives.
From: "Mark Kalitowski"

Date: Tue, September 23, 2014 7:03 pm For information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please see ALT2 of
To: contactus@i-70east.com the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
Priority: Normal of Attachment Q.

“ The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed in response to the community’s concerns
to reconnect the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood by removing the existing viaduct. The project
includes many mitigation measures to alleviate the impacts of the project and construction of it to the

It still seems to me that the best alternative was never given serious surrounding neighborhoods. For information on those mitigation measures, please see IMP1 of the
consideration. That would be to re-route I-70 to the NE from a point just Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
west of the National Western Complex to 1-270 somewhere in the vicinity of Attachment Q.
Vasquez Blvd. Between their need for a new facility layout and your highway

“— it seems like a good opportunity to make them both work together. North of

For information on the Preferred Alternative highway cover, please see PA1 and PA2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

the National Western grounds the route would be through junk yards, blighted
land and more junk yards. Practically all of it could be constructed with

no interference with existing I-70 traffic; the only interruption would be

to finish the final connections at each end.

[ Your statements that this project will help "mend" the Swansea neighborhood
just doesn't hold water. As proposed, | understand construction will take
around 4 years, this project will effective kill that neighborhood, and some

n_ developer will conveniently be right there to build a bunch of apartments

that the current residents won't be able to afford. In addition, whatever
roadway you build there, that's it, you will have used up all available

space; there will be no room for any adaptation for whatever unforeseen

factors may surface in the future.

| guess this just keeps a well-established Denver tradition going, that of
building completely dysfunctional transportation infrastructure.

Mark Kalitowski
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 669 Last: Keiling First: Gregory

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed in response to the community’s concerns
to reconnect the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood by removing the existing viaduct and increase
neighborhood connectivity. For information on how the highway cover is different from the Stapleton
. tunnels, please see PAS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM
From: "Gregory P Keiling"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 9:28 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: Gregory P Keiling

comment_topic: Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative

comments: | support the preferred alternative of a below ground highway along the
present I-70 route, but have a concern regarding the partial cover. As was the case
with the former Stapleton airport tunnels, the cover could have a detrimental effect

“— upon traffic flow. People tend to unnecessarily slow; thereby creating a bottle neck

as well as an increase in the chances for accidents that could offset the benefits

of a wider road through that stretch. Aside from the cover, the preferred

alternative will be a tremendous improvement over the present configuration.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 650 Last: Keiling First: Jeremy

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM
From: "jeremy keiling"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 8:53 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: jeremy keiling

comment_topic: Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative
comments: | strongly support the proposed plan by CDOT to maintain the current
“_ routing of I-70. | feel that it will help re-establish the existing neighborhoods

while not destroying the current corridor, harming business and residents who rely
on it for our daily commute. Thanks, Jeremy
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 602 Last Keller Fistt Debbie

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Debbie Keller"

Date: Thu, October 30, 2014 7:31 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Debbie Keller

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Noise,Swansea Elementary, Truck Traffic
comments: To Whom It May Concern: As a member of the teaching profession, and with
elementary school-aged kids of my own who attend schools VERY close to the |-70
corridor, | am very much opposed to the widening of I-70. With 11 schools within the
EPA impact zone and air & noise pollution negatively-impacting children's

ability to learn in school as it is now, why would we want to increase pollution

even further? These kids deserve better than this!! Is a school playground on top of

the freeway a good idea? No! The trend is heading towards mass transit and many
people today don't even want to own a car. The younger generation entering the

work force today wants to live close to their jobs. Why is CDOT still planning based

on the trends of the 50s & 60s instead of today's trends? Why was the

re-route on |-270 & |-76 not studied as a part of this SEIS? It seems like a more
cost-effective, community-minded, & environmentally sound choice. The highway has
divided our neighborhoods for long enough! It's time to make a change we can all be
proud of by reconnecting our neighborhoods in a progressive way that will stand the

test of time!

Responses to Comments

All of the alternatives evaluated will experience significant reductions in emissions for most health-
related pollutants, even with increases in VMT. For information on air quality, please see AQ3 and
AQG6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on mitigating impacts from the project to Swansea Elementary School, please see
IMP4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Changes in travel patterns have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information
regarding consideration of changes in the driving patterns, please see TRANSI11 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 534 Last: Keller First Mark

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Mark Keller"

Date:  Wed, October 29, 2014 6:14 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Mark Keller

comment_topic: Environmental Justice,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Property Impacts,Visual

comments: CDOT's preferred alternative does nothing to mitigate the impact

to the local communities. The SEIS indicates that if the mitigation measures are
implemented there will be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to the
low-income and minority populations. This statement is absolutely false. The

preferred alternative only exacerbates the problem. The impact to the neighborhoods

(as measured by the width of the scar that the highway leaves on the community)
increases from 85 feet (ref: p. 3-15) to 292 feet (ref: Exhibit 3.21). This is an

increase in the impact to the neighborhood of 3.2 times! In the SEIS's own

assessment of the traffic levels, the impact to the neighborhood as measured by the
increase in the peak period traffic increases substantially. See Exhibit ES-4. The preferred
alternative recommends lowering the roadway beginning at Brighton

Blvd and ending at Colorado Blvd. This distance is approximately 8000 feet of

roadway, creating a chasm separating the north and south side of the neighborhoods, while
covering only 900 feet of the highway (ref: p. 3-28).

In addition to the social justice issues associated with the excessive expansion of I-70,
there are numerous technical issues with the "preferred alternative". Some of the problems
with this alternative are:

1. CDOT couldn't build the old I-70 viaduct with joints that weren't susceptible
to premature deterioration. What makes them think that they can do it now when they
are covered in dirt and inaccessible for inspection?

2. The study does not consider the costs associated with the sequencing of the
construction of a 40" deep excavation cut adjacent to an elevated viaduct.

3. The winter sun will not reach the depths of the roadway and will be a maintenance
nightmare. Vehicles with inadequate traction will block the interstate and divert

traffic onto the local arterials. CDOT will need plows and dump trucks dedicated to

this short stretch of highway to keep it open during inclement weather just like at

the Eisenhower Tunnel.

4. Climate change models indicate that we should be expecting

Responses to Comments

CDOT recognizes that the project passes through environmental justice neighborhoods, and where
impacts could not be avoided, CDOT has identified mitigation measures above and beyond standard
mitigation measures to alleviate the impact on these neighborhoods.

For information on the Preferred Alternative highway cover, please see PA1 and PA2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on Environmental Justice considerations, please see EJ1, EJ2 and EJ3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on north-south connectivity, please see PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ CDOT will use the latest technology and design standards to construct the new highway, The new
bridges will be designed to allow maintenance access to bridge joints.

Constructability was considered in the cost estimate. CDOT cost estimates were completed using
standard procedures and unit prices for the anticipated work that would be required.

n The project design will accommodate drainage, snow removal, and emergency vehicle access. CDOT
will develop emergency management plans for this facility as it does for every state highway. CDOT
cannot control the extreme weather events or prevent every accident; however, the facility will be
designed with consideration of extreme weather conditions and emergency vehicle access in the
recessed portion. In addition, the highway is designed to the federal and state highway safety design
standards to lower the risks of accidents. For information on drainage of the Preferred Alternative,
please see IMP2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS., located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 534 Last Keller First: Mark

higher intensity summer rains in the Front Range. How much pumping infrastructure
will be required to keep this area dry? Can we build fail-safe infrastructure that

will maintain the functionality of the roadway in extreme events? Recent events

would tend to indicate not. From Superstorm Sandy knocking out the New York subway
system to our own rain event along the Front Range just last year, why would we
design a new highway that will be so susceptible to an event like this. Our
infrastructure should be made to be more resilient, not less so.

5. How will storm drains be rerouted in this area? How many pump stations will be
needed to be built to bypass the sanitary sewer lines that can no longer flow by gravity?
Pumping costs are permanent, ongoing costs, unlike the free cost of harnessing gravity.

6. The soils in this area are contaminated from many years of unregulated industry. How
much will disposal cost? How many delays to the project will take place during construction
due to new sources of contamination?

In contrast to the numerous social justice and technical issues related to the

"preferred alternative"”, the alternative to reroute I-70 onto 1-270 and |I-76 was never fully
explored in either the 2008 Draft EIS or the current SEIS. Although there has been
continued support for this alternative from the public since the 2008 draft EIS, CDOT has
been unwilling to examine this alternative in detail, or even acknowledge the advantages
of this approach:

1. The right-of-way is already owned by CDOT for expansion. The impact to
n_ adjacent property owners is much smaller than the proposed "preferred
alternative".

2. This highway already runs through industrial zoning and will impact zero
residential properties.

3. The roadway can be expanded largely AT GRADE LEVEL!

4. The I-76/1-270 route can be expanded while the I-70 viaduct is still in-place,
greatly simplifying the construction sequencing.

Responses to Comments

E The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 604 Last: Keller First Mark

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: [-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Mark Keller"

Date:  Thu, October 30, 2014 7:58 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Mark Keller

comment_topic: Air Quality,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative

comments: CDOT's preferred alternative is based on the assumption that an expansion
of 170 East is actually needed. In actuality, vehicle-miles traveled have been

dropping for nearly 10 years! Traffic projects are consistently over-estimated.

Refer to the report by Eric Sundquist of the State Smart Transportation Initiative.

For an overview, see this article from the Washington Post that shows the pattern of
overestimates of traffic flows:
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2014/01/22/
the-u-s-government-keeps-predicting-well-drive-more

The amount of money that is being planned to spend on this project is an unnecessary
travesty. Neither the draft EIS or the supplemental EIS have given the 176/1270

reroute any careful consideration. How much more density can the central Denver are
handle? The only way to reasonably accommodate higher densities is not through wider
highways, but rather smarter transportation. The major, car-dependent growth will
occur in the outlying areas (around 176 and 1270). That is where the tax

revenues need to be spent. The right-of-way necessary for expansion along the
alternate corridor is already owned by CDOT and the expansion there can be
constructed at grade. Please provide a proper supplemental EIS that incorporates

the 176/1270 reroute!

Responses to Comments

Changes in travel patterns have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information
regarding consideration of changes in the driving patterns, please see TRANSI11 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

The need for additional lanes of traffic is discussed in the Final EIS. For information on the need
for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-76/I-270 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ Travel demand in the project area is driven by development plans in the corridor at the National
Western Center, Aerotropolis, and Stapleton, among other locations.

For information on consideration of multi-modal forms of transportation, please see TRANSI of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

January 2016

C-481




I-70 East Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Source:

Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 543 Last: Kelly First Bernadette

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bernadette Kelly"

Date:  Wed, October 29, 2014 9:55 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bernadette Kelly

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous
Materials,Historic,Noise,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual,Other
comments: The impact of so many years of construction, displacement of people from
their homes, displacement of congregations from their churches, with the final
result being an interstate highway that is more than twice its original width, is

not worth the hardship. All of those individuals, families, businesses and religious
institutions that lie within the eminent domain, where are they to go? Are

they displaced from their community and network, to the far boundaries of the city?
Can they afford to purchase an equivalent property nearby? And those that are not
within eminent domain but so very close, what will the quality of their lives

be during the term of construction? To demolish the viaduct and then excavate for
the proposed underground portion, how will traffic be detoured during this time? It
makes sense that it will be diverted to 1-270 and I-76 and that is where the traffic
pattern should stay on the far boundaries of the city, in an industrial area,

where residences, small businesses and religious institutions are not impacted,
during construction or in the future when it is complete, and, finally, Globeville,
Elyria and Swansea are not separated from the rest of the City by a busy, noisy,
dirty interstate highway. The proposed underground strategy with a park over two
blocks of it will not be the vibrant, green community connecting tool that it is
purported to be. Who would spend time in a park that is directly over a busy,

noisy, dirty 300 foot wide interstate highway? | have crossed over interstates on
pedestrian bridges and it is not a pleasant experience in which | wish to linger.

How is the underground portion not going to be a flood zone in heavy rains, like
I-25 at Evans Avenue? How will this underground portion be ventilated? What entity
is going to maintain the park/green roof? When one asks the City of Denver

Public Works/Transportation Department how they are going to address increased
volumes of traffic, the response is that people have to get out of their cars and

use alternative transportation such as public transit, walking or cycling. The
argument is that our streets cannot be widened; there is no right of way that can

be turned into more driving lanes. Why is it that the City of Denver would then

allow CDOT to widen I-70 from 117 feet to 300 feet, assume land by eminent domain,
and disturb/excavate and haul away thousands of cubic feet of contaminated earth?
All in the name of the false promise of a neighborhood friendly solution to

replacing an aging viaduct? It is not a fair solution for the people who will be
directly impacted and our northeast neighborhoods that will remain isolated from
the heart of the City of Denver.

Responses to Comments

Property impacts have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS.
No religious institutions will be displaced as part of this project.

For information on the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please
see PROP2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on relocation of residences that will not be acquired by the project, please see PROP4
of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part
1 of Attachment Q.

I A traffic management plan will be prepared by the contractor prior to start of construction. For
information regarding I-70 traffic during construction, please see TRANS10 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment
Q.

The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the

Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The Preferred Alternative has been developed to avoid and minimize impacts. Mitigations are
provided in the Final EIS for pedestrian connections, air quality, and drainage.

Covers over highways in other locations have proven successful. For information on the Preferred
Alternative highway cover, including future maintenance, please see PA1, PA2, PA3, and PA4 of the

Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on air quality around the highway cover, please see AQS of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on drainage of the Preferred Alternative, please see IMP2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Responses continue on the following page.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 543 Last: Kelly First: Bernadette

I CDOT has received the support of Denver for the Preferred Alternative. For information on
consideration of multi-modal forms of transportation, please see TRANS1 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on walkability and bicycle route improvements, please see TRANS2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information regarding consideration of changes in the driving patterns, please see TRANS11 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.

For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

This side
intentionally
left blank.
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Source:

Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 015 Last: Kent First:

Welcome: contactus@)i-70east.com

| 70 east expansion plan.
From: "Seth Kent"

Date: Wed, September 3, 2014 9:45 am
To: contactus@]I-70east.com
Priority: Normal

| am writing to comment on the planned expansion of | 70 east of | 25.

| have many concerns about the current plan and wanted to write to voice
those concerns as well as comment on some of the benefits of finding an
alternative.

Looking at the plans as they are now, the solution seems to be creating
as many problems as it solves. The highway ends up wider, but it seems,
in the same vein as the T-Rex project (a segment | drive every day) to
move the problem to a new location, rather than create a solution. That
is to say, the South Vally Highway was rebuilt to ease traffic, but

simply moved the traffic jam a bit up the road, causing the need for

more construction at the 25/Santa Fe interchange. Now that project is
largely done, and it has moved the traffic problem another 1/4 mile.

It is my belief that we should, as a society, and as responsible tax
payers, use our fund wisely. The massive disruption of schools,
neighborhoods, Purina (a significant contributer to the cities economy),
the National Wester Complex (another important financial contributor to
the city) as well as the many small businesses which will be effected

are all costs that should be counted.

About 10 years ago | worked as a lumber delivery person and drove over
many highways, all around Denver. Even then it was frequently faster for
me to go around the city, on 76 and 270 then to go through the middle.
This makes sense. We should strive to direct large delivery, through
traffic, and non city traffic out of the city, rather than right through

it. There are noise, safety and health reasons for this. Many cities

across the country acres with this concept and it is not infrequent that
one will drive "through" a city only to find that they did not see the

city at all. Why we would not consider something like this as well is
strange to me.

The infrastructure is there for us to make a bypass plan, but the

current idea does nothing to take advantage of it, and instead builds on
an antiquated notion of traffic patterns. | am not sure why this option

is not, at the very least the alternative option (rather than building a

mini version of this by pass from scratch) much less the main option.

| am also somewhat shocked to learn that after the disaster of the
public/private partnership concerning HWY 36 to boulder, that this is an
option still on the table. | have serious concerns about the

effectiveness of such options, as they seem to do nothing, or nearly
nothing, to reduce traffic, but do still line offshore companies

pockets. Why is Denver even considering this option? There is not

Seth

Responses to Comments

These concerns regarding appropriate mitigations, the consideration of all reasonable alternatives,
and funding options have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on mitigation
measures to minimize impacts from the project, please see IMP1 through IMPS8. Purina and the
National Western Complex will not be permanently impacted by the project under the Preferred
Alternative.

For information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please see ALT2 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.

For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the foreign companies investment limitations, please see FUNDI of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on public-private partnerships, please see FUND2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Managed Lanes are included in this project as a measure to provide a congestion-free option for the
highway users. The revenue from the managed lanes will not finance the construction of the project.
US 36 uses the revenue from the managed lanes to pay for some of the construction bonds.
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Responses to Comments

Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 334 Last: Kildow lan

name: 'lan Kildow'
1

comment_topic: 'Noise,Property Impacts'
comments: 'The plan is a terrible idea long term. | am certain they can come up with

“_ a better plan.'
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 029 Last: Kiley First: Michael

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Michael Kiley"

Date: Sat, September 6, 2014 8:38 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Michael Kiley

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous Materials,Managed
Lanes,Swansea Elementary

comments: | am strongly advocating that CDOT do an SEIS on the full re-route that
includes both 1-270 and |-76. The people of Colorado are watching: will our

political leaders show the wisdom and courage to follow in the lead of great cities

like San Francisco that dismantled overhead freeways? The current plan to widen the
freeway in a ditch, combined with toll lanes, is a very bad solution for our city.

Here are just few reasons why: 1. We have a once in a 100 year opportunity to change
the freeway at heart of our city from an ugly embarrassment into a zone of
revitalization and growth. The "cap" covers very little of the ditch and does

nothing to hid the open scar that cuts through our city. 2. Denver can partner with
neighboring counties to find a solution that creates greater economic opportunity

for all. If i70 was re-routed, surrounding counties would benefit from

transportation and other businesses that would locate next to the re-routed freeway.
Businesses would benefit from lower operating costs outside of Denver. 3.

If i70 was re-routed, the land around the "old" i70 could be revitalized into an

urban greenbelt that provided much-needed housing to Denver. A mix of housing

and business would bring additional economic growth for Denver. 4. Toll lanes

punish the poor in favor of the wealthy and should never be implemented in urban areas.

5. It is unconscionable to actually move the i70 closer to our schools. The combination
of releasing polluted dirt airborne during construction, and the ongoing pollution from the
freeway every day, will not improve the health of our children.

Responses to Comments

The 1-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The inclusion of managed lanes in the Preferred Alternative is addressed in the Final EIS. For
information on why Managed Lanes are identified as the preferred operational option, please see PA7
of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part
1 of Attachment Q.

Air quality concerns are adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on air quality and
health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source: Public hearing transcript | Document Number: PACK) Last: Kiley First: Michael

Hi. I live in northwest Denver. I lived in the Grandview neighborhood. And I'm here
tonight—I want to strongly advocate for the SEIS on the full reroute on the study that
includes rerouting through 270 and I-76. I think the current plan to widen the freeway—to
put it in a ditch, to combine with toll lanes—is a bad solution for our city, and here are just
a few reasons why. One is I think it's unconscionable to move a freeway close to a school. So
I think that is a bad choice. We are going to kick up pollution—polluted dirt. We are going
to have an ongoing pollution issue for these children and for those who have respiratory
illnesses. We have an opportunity here, a once-in-100-year opportunity to rethink our city
and to transform a scar that runs across our city into something we can be proud of; and I
think we have to do that.

We can partner with neighboring counties. We can make this a win-win. We can—a reroute
could potentially bring businesses to those counties—counties that want easy access to a
freeway and don't want to compete with a commute. For Denver, a reinvented 46th Avenue
could be a boon in terms of additional housing and additional businesses. So it could also be
a win for Denver.

And I think toll lanes—I'm completely opposed to toll lanes. They are a tax on the poor to
benefit the wealthy. So if we are successful in eliminating poverty, then let's talk about toll
lanes. In short, I think the I-70 situation is not an engineering problem; this is a political
problem. And it's time for our leaders to find a better option. I think the people of
Colorado—they are watching. And will our leaders show the wisdom and the courage to
follow great cities like San Francisco, who rethought the role of freeways in their city and
they prospered by removing freeways?

Responses to Comments

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ Based on public input that opposed relocating the school, CDOT developed the Partial Cover
Lowered Alternative to keep the school in its current location while minimizing impacts to it. For
information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process and all
reasonable alternatives have been evaluated in the Final EIS. For information on identification of the
Managed Lanes Option as the preferred option, please see PA7 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on alternative alignments for I-70, please see ALT2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the I-76/I-270 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 395 Last: Killion First: Michael

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

The |-70 East EIS Project - SDEIS Comments

From: "Killion, Michael"

Date: Fri, October 24, 2014 10:44 am

To: "contactus@i-70east.com" <contactus@i-70east.com>
Priority: Normal

“— Please do not expand 170. Remove it, put in a Blvd and reroute it to 176 and 1270

Thanks,

Mike Killion

Responses to Comments

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 084 Last: Killmeyer First: Mira

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s

current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com Attachment Q.

“ The Final EIS adequately addresses these concerns about noise, air quality, and student access
to school, including mitigations for the unavoidable impacts. The Preferred Alternative design
incorporates features to address the lighting under the lid and inclement weather conditions.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Mira Killmeyer" Based on public input that opposed relocating the school, CDOT developed the Partial Cover

Date:  Sat, September 20, 2014 11:05 pm Lowered Alternative to keep the school in its current location while minimizing impacts. For

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) information on relocating Swansea Elementary School, please see PROPS of the Frequently Received
Priority: Normal Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q. For

information on mitigation that will be provided to Swansea Elementary School, please see IMP4 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q. For information on how traffic noise will be minimized after construction, please
see IMP3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

name: Mira Killmeyer For information on north-south connectivity, please see PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing,Hazardous Materials
comments: To Whom it May Concern, As a resident of north Denver and a taxpayer, here
are my major concerns in the current |-70 expansion plan: The incredible amount

For information on air quality, please see AQ3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses
on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“_ of $ this project will consume. Many believe it to be grossly-fiscally irresponsible ) ) o ) )
Spending from a taxpayer perspective' especia"y when the re-route appears it will For information on the llghtlng under the Preferred Alternative hlghway COVeEr, please see PAS of the
cost about half as much while addressing I-70 congestion issues on BOTH sides of Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
I-25, not just the east side. The expanded freeway and its new service roads Attachment Q.
[ will be well-within 100 feet of the wall of Swansea Elementary. Imagine the
vibration, the pollution, the noise, the danger in getting to school [which serves The project design will accommodate drainage, snow removal, and emergency vehicle access. CDOT

kids from both sides of the freeway]. These kids deserve better. Crashes will

) N o ) will develop emergency management plans for this facility as it does for every state highway. CDOT
“_ likely occur due to changes in light and irrational braking that occurs at the

lid as well as the areas that gets no direct sunlight in the wintertime. A ca‘m cont'rol the e.mu?e weather events or prevent cvety accident; however, th ¢ facility W ill'be
freeway deep in a trench and bordered by sound walls gets no direct sunlight in many designed w1tl} conmderappn of extreme wegther Fondltlons and emergency Vemcle access in the _
lanes in the wintertime. | am hopeful that CDOT reviews these comments and makes major recessed portion. In addition, the highway is designed to the federal and state highway safety design
changes to the current flawed plans. Thank you for your time, Mira Killmeyer standards to lower the risks of accidents.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 736 Last: King Firstt Robert

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM
From: "ROBERT KING"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 3:23 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: ROBERT KING

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property
Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other

comments: The current CDOT proposal has the following negative features: 1. This
project will leave a 300 ft. canyon (the length of a football field), 28 feet deep,

with 8 to 12 foot sound barrier walls dividing the neighborhoods from the rest of

the city. This would only be mitigated by an 800 ft. cover over approximately 10% of
the length of the below grade highway. 2. It would be extremely disruptive to the
education of the students at the school during the construction project and

potentially harmful to their health after completion. 3. CDOT is considering
public-private funding for the project. This would turn the highway into a partial

toll road between Brighton Boulevard and the airport, increasing traffic congestion

for local trips. 4. The complex construction process would produce increased traffic
congestion during the three to five year construction process. 5. Restriping the

bridge over |-25 to create 3 lanes will create a traffic bottleneck for westbound

traffic immediately west of the bridge over I-25. 6. There are unresolved issues
surrounding contaminated groundwater from ASARCO that must be treated and disposed
of into the Platte River during construction. 7. The project will cost

approximately $2 billion with no proven economic benefit to the city. 18. Widening

the highway to 5 lanes east of [-25 and in the mountains will require future

widening west of I-25. The [-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative for |-70 proposal has

the following potential advantages: 1. It will reintegrate the Globeville, Elyria

and Swansea neighborhoods into the city. 2. It would allow provision of needed

retail and commercial establishments serving the communities. 3. When other cities
have removed highways it has raised property values an average of between $160,000
and $180,000. 4. It would stimulate appropriate economic development along the
I-270/1-76 corridor where almost no residential housing exists. 5. The

construction of additional lanes along I-76 and 1-270 prior to closing I-70 allows for less interruption

Responses to Comments

These concerns have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative has been

developed to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts. For information on the Preferred Alternative
cover, please see PA1 and PA?2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on north-south connectivity, please see PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Based on public input that opposed relocating the school, CDOT developed the Partial Cover

Lowered Alternative to keep the school in its current location while minimizing impacts to it. For
information on how construction impacts to Swansea Elementary School will be mitigated, please see
IMP4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Managed lanes have been added to reduce congestion and travel times on I-70. For information on

identification of the Managed Lanes Option as the preferred option, please see PA7 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

For information on public-private partnerships and funding, please see FUND2 and FUNDS of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ CDOT is currently working on potential construction phasing for the Preferred Alternative. More

detailed outreach to residents and businesses regarding construction impacts will be completed in
later stages of this project. For information regarding I-70 traffic during construction, please see
TRANSI1O0 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The traffic movements in and out of the mousetrap are included in the project models and have
therefore been adequately addressed in the Final EIS analysis. For information on congestion along
I-70, west of I-25, please see TRANS4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The Final EIS has adequately discussed the potential for encountering contamination and identified

appropriate mitigations. For information on CDOT’s plans for encountering hazardous materials
including contaminated groundwater within the project area, please see IMP6 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

Responses continue on the following page.
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Source:

Comments

Document Number: 736 Last: King Firstt Robert

of traffic during construction and a less complex construction process. According to the
City of Denver this would reduce the construction time by a year or two years. 6. It
provides Denver with an attractive entry from the airport for visitors to the city.

7. By providing easy access through surface level streets, it supports the

development of the Stock Show Complex for year-round events and activities at the
Denver Coliseum. 8. It provides land almost half the size of Stapleton along the

I-70 corridor for an estimated $1.5 billion in direct and indirect economic

development. 9. It supports the development already taking place along Brighton
Boulevard. 10.It enhances air quality for the communities and school children. 11.1t
improves traffic flow and reduces congestion on [-25. 12.1t provides opportunities

for public transit options along I-76, 1-270 and the western part of the current

I-70 corridor. 13.It removes the necessity for separately rebuilding 1-270 in the

future and adding lanes to |-76 to accommodate growing traffic. 14.Using data from the Washington
State Department of Transportation and the Florida State Department of
Transportation, it would cost between $300 million and $500 million less than the
CDOT plan.

Responses to Comments

Some of the local redevelopment projects such as The National Western Complex expansion
opportunities rely on improved access to the site from I-70.

When the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative is built, access to businesses generally will improve
because of the added lanes on I-70 and the resulting improvements in travel time to and from
businesses resulting in economic benefit in the area.

Construction of the project also results in job creation. The economic output includes the multiplier
effect of direct construction dollars being re-spent in service or other sectors of the economy, as well
as the ongoing efficiency gains from improved highway travel. For more information, please see
Section 5.2, Socioeconomics of the Final EIS.

For information on congestion along I-70, west of I-25, please see TRANS4 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

BB The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 reroute alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: Last: Kinney First Steve

Due to the volume and nature of Mr. Kinney’s comments, only select portions of
his submitted comments are included as a physical copy in the printed document.
Materials are included as a physical copy only if they contain comments to the I-70
East Supplemental Draft EIS that generated a response by CDOT. Supplemental
information included by the commenter, such as the inclusion of a full copy of the
American Planning Association’s Peer Review, were noted, but not printed in this
document.

e Some of the attachments from this commenter, such as document comment 415,
include a collection of comments by other stakeholders that were re-submitted by
Mr. Kinney.

Some comments collected by Mr. Kinney were submitted by their original
commenter before the official Supplemental Draft EIS document was published
and the official comment period opened. The I-70 East project team responded
to these comments as they were received; therefore, they are not included, nor
responded to, in the Final EIS.

Other comments were resubmitted by the original commenter during the
Supplemental Draft EIS public comment period and are included and responded
to in the Citizen Response portion of Attachment Q of the I-70 East Final EIS;
therefore, the responses to these duplicates are not included in the responses to
Mr. Kinney’s comments.

To see a complete copy of Mr. Kinney’s comments, including full copies of all of his
attachments, please see Kinney.pdf in the digital copy of the I-70 East Final EIS.

This letter has been prepared in response to Mr. Kinney’s comments not otherwise
responded to, printed and digital, per CEQ regulation 40 CFR 1503. This letter
responds only to the substantive comments by topic rather than comment by
comment as done for others. This letter covers comments 876, 124, 414, 415, and 788
through 812 submitted by Mr. Kinney. For the response to comments please see page
C-533.
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Source:

Submittal

Comments
Document Number: 414

Last: Kinney First Steve

Webmail Page 2 of 5

Working [paid and unpaid] in Elyria, Swansea & Globeville among many other
|-70 adjacent neighborhoods.

Steve Kinney

RE/MAX Professionals City Properties

303.475.8200 [cell]

Recognized in 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 by Denver's 5280 Magazine
among Denver's 5-STAR Residential Real Estate Brokers.

From: Steve Kinney <steve@skinneyproperty.com
>

Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 at 2:19 PM

To: <tricia.stevens@mail house.gov

> <lucia.guzman.senate@state.co.us

>

<dan.pabon.house@state.co.us

> Crisanta Duran
<crisanta.duran.house@state.co.us

> "Shepherd, Susan K. - City Council

District 1" <Susan.Shepherd@denvergov.org
> CW Judy Montero
<Judy.Montero@denvergov.org

> CW Ortega <OrtegaAtLarge@denvergov.org
>

<kniechatlarge@denvergov.org

>, <a bus.brooks@denvergov.org
>
<michael.hancock@denvergov.org
>, <tstewart@i-70east.com

>

<kirk.webb@state.co.us

> <karen.good@denvergov.org

>, <cwallis@i-70east.com

>

<contactus@i-70east.com

>

Subject: Request for EIS for I-70 - re-routing via I-270 and 1-76 existing
corridor

Hello smart and thoughtful CDOT people and some of our great elected
officials for Denver and the State of Colorado,

| want to see an EIS done for the 1-270 and |-76 alternative for I-70.

I'm a Realtor. | know Central Denver neighborhoods incredibly-well. For

the past ten years, on average, | sell about 25 homes in Central Denver each
year, with half of those being relatively-close to I-70. That means walking

and driving the streets, meeting the neighbors and watching change, just

| ke each of you do. I'm incredibly-observant. | remember details. And,

I'm excited about what a possible re-route of I-70 could mean for Denver and
surrounding communities. It could be among the best changes we could see in
our metro-area in the next 50 years!

Some very-wise, incredibly well-experienced, thoughtful and
fiscally-responsible people in our community have brought this possible I-70
reroute to my attention. The list includes local community leaders;
long-time urban planners; long-time high-level transportation planners; a
highly-respected retired EPA administrator; Highland Moms; and, of course,

https://webmaill.web.com/src/read_body.php?passed id=16&mailbox=INBOX.INBOX.SD... 1/9/2015

Source:

Comments

Submittal Document Number: 414

Webmail

some of you who | am sending this e-mail to.

Since attending a Town Hall Meeting at Scheitler Recreation Center a couple
weeks ago, I've been reading a lot. And, everything | see suggests to me
that we absolutely must better-understand the possibility of re-routing I-70
thru the I-76 and 1-270 corridor. Long-term we have a huge opportunity to
do something really smart by creating a state of the art freeway in and
around Metro Denver rather than potentially making a terrible mistake and
allowing a series of bad decisions in the 1960s to get far worse. Incredible
amounts of local, state and federal money are about to be spent in a way
that may not be best for the northern side of metro-Denver - making this the
perfect opportunity to better-unite northern metro communicates. Its my
opinion that already horr bly-impacted communities are about to be further
beatup, money is likely going to be wasted and potential not realized if

the current plan moves-forward.

| heard a CDOT representative discuss the "Perceptions and Realities" of
rerouting I-70 and have a copy of that document. I'm shocked by some of the
material contained within that discussion and document and think it has some
huge inaccuracies. | think that that needs some additional explanation and
further discussion.

Now after driving the current I-270 and I-76 freeways specifically looking

at this option, it seems incredibly-logical. On 270 and 76, the right of

way appears to be two or three times as wide as the freeway in many
locations - compared to the current path that is barely wider than the
freeway. Clearly, that means a big expansion will require taking more land.

The alternative route is nearly-exclusively industrial and commercial AND
those areas could benefit from the commerce that could come with a state of
the art freeway. Compared to what is proposed for I-70 repairs &

expansion, it seems unimaginable to me that a re-route wouldn't be
considerablycheaper and farless disruptive to the nearby affected

communities. I'm not an urban planner, nor am | a transportation engineer,

but to me, such a re-route to the 76 & 270 route has a real possibility of

having the following impacts:

* INCREDIBLE potential to do something that would be amazing. See these
studies of amazing things that occurred in other parts of the US when

freeways were removed:

> * Institute for Transportation and Development Policy: The Life and Death of
> Urban Highways

> *

> http://www.itdp.org/library/publications/the-life-and-death-of-urban-highways/
> <http://www.itdp.org/library/publications/the-life-and-death-of-urban-highways
> [>

> * Congress for the New Urbanism: Highways to Boulevards - Reclaiming Urbanism,
> Revitalizing Cities

> * http://www.cnu.org/highways

> * End of the Road: When Highway Removal Works

> * http://nextcity .org/daily/entry/end-of-the-roads-when-highway-removal-works
> *

* Surely this will cost less in both in a monetary sense AND in terms of
disruption of people's lives than the eminent domain purchase of an
incredible number of properties. Those land purchases and the legal battles
that will ensue; the engineering, construction and ongoing maintenance of a
tunneled section have to be monumental; the costs to move a school.

* Imagine the traffic snarls we saw with TREX [a project that | think went
incredibly-well, but not without disruption] and make them many times worse
because the logistics of this project in the existing location is far more
complex. Imagine how TREX would have been incredibly easier and cheaper for
all of the commuters and contractors if the new freeway had been built, and
then once-completed, the old one was removed!! None of the lane-jockying,

https://webmaill.web.com/src/read_body.php?passed_id=16&mailbox=INBOX.INBOX.SD...

Last: Kinney First Steve
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Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 414 Last: Kinney

Webmail

the temporary bridges and re-routes, none of the fixing the same section

five times, none of the constrictions. It could be so much more simple

which surely has some significant financial implications.

* Greatly-reduce traffic delays that occur due to the constrictions that

occur along the current route. Cumulatively, the time saved is unimaginable.
* It moves the freeway to an area that has the potential to accommodate
future growth. Without incredible disruption and condemnation of land, the
current route simply can't get larger/wider. The Federal transportation
studies | saw while volunteering on the Citizen's Advisory Group for the

Gold Line Light rail suggests very-significant additional east/west traffic

in Denver in their 20-year projections [quite different than what CDOT's
Perceptions and Realities document claims].

* Better integrates some other communities including Aurora, Commerce City,
Wheat Ridge, Arvada, Lakeside, Denver, Unincorporated Jefferson County and
Unincorporated Adams County into the metro area and creates huge economic
opportunities for those Cities which don't currently exist. That includes

but is not limited to retail, commercial and industrial. And, it's on land

that in some cases is currently blighted and without much value to the
communities.

* For cross-city traffic, it adds approximately 1.9 miles compared to the
current route. That might seem like a lot, but it will flow far better in

the I-270 and 1-76 corridor. And the fuel economy for any vehicle greatly
improves if the traffic is moving at reasonable speeds vs. stop and go.

* It moves the cross-town and cross-country traffic out of the core of the

city, areas those travelers would prefer to avoid anyway and areas that

the Interstate Highway system was never intended to be located.

* It eliminates several incredibly-dangerous segments. The curves at
Berkeley Lake Park/Willis Case Golf Course quite literally on average see a
significant wreck every week. At least three separate accidents with
fatalities have occurred there in the past eight years. Today, no
transportation planner today would consider installing a tight S-curve on a
freeway! The proposed new freeway on the east corridor includes a short
tunneled section which surely will have similar carnage entering and
existing as the Eisenhower tunnel has.

* Greatly reduce traffic noise & pollution in many populated areas of the

City moving it to areas that are minimally populated in comparison.

* It allows the National Western Stock Show complex to be re-unified and
presents opportunities for incred ble parks and a gateway to downtown.

* Creates an opportunity for the City to create an incredibly-looking and
wisely-planned boulevard [46th Ave east of I-25 and 48th in NW Denver] that
would be a small parkway. Brighton Blvd would be the gateway "grand
boulevard" into the City.

* Generates significant income for land that could be sold and re-developed
in the existing corridor rather than the purchase via eminent domain or
condemnation of additional land to greatly-widen the existing eastern
corridor.

* The width of the right of way along the existing 270 & I-76 corridor is

quite large already and purchasing land adjacent to that area will be
incredibly-less expensive than through Denver neighborhoods.

* It re-connects many communities that were severed in the 1960s when 1-70
cut them apart. This includes incredible potential changes to repair some

of the damage that occurred to the Globeville, Swansea, Elmira, Sunnyside,
Chaffee Park, Berkeley, Regis communities that were severed when |I-70 was
installed and doing so that isn't creating similar damage in the existing

1-270 and I-76 corridors. Imagine the difference for those neighborhoods to
grow back together. Swansea Elementary as an example, pulls from both sides
of the freeway. Per renderings, it appears that the current 14 existing

street and 28 pedestrian crossings between Brighton Blvd and Colorado Blvd
will be reduced to 6 street and only 12 pedestrian crossings and on a

daily basis kids are having to cross to the other side of the existing

freeway for school, for parks and many other parts of their lives.

* Potentially most-importantly, Globeville, Swansea and Elmira, among

First Steve
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Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 414 Last: Kinney First Steve

Webmail Page 5 of 5

others, have some gigantic "environmental justice" issues tied to an
expansion of the freeway in their communities. Today, on NPR | heard the
term "Urban Deportation" which perfectly applies to people who live along
the I-70 route if it gets expanded. The negative effects from sound, odors,
vehicle emissions and vibration effects on our bodies is well-documented.
The dirt, mess, noise and danger of a ten-year construction process to those
living in the affected communities is unthinkable and grossly-unfair.

I'd love to hear from you regarding your thoughts on this.

Thank you for your great work in our City and thanks in advance for your
work on this EIS project.

Regards,

Steve Kinney

RE/MAX Professionals City Properties

303.475.8200 [cell]

Recognized in 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 by Denver's 5280 Magazine among
Denver's 5-STAR Residential Real Estate Brokers.

Attachments:
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Source: Submittal

Comments
Document Number: 788

Webmail

> 3These neighborhoods have suffered for the last fifty years from the original

> decision to route I-70 through the heart of their neighborhoods. This

> reconstruction cannot add to that suffering and destruction. Widening this

> highway will do just that and cannot be allowed to happen. We already know

> from Denver's Department of Environmental Health Assessment of these

> neighborhoods the serious health consequences these people are suffering as a
> result to I-70. CDOT's proposal will make that worse. If it goes forward as

> planned, | guarantee you there will be lawsuits and CDOT can spend even more
> of the taxpayer's money, unnecessarily.? Gallagher said.

>

> Below are eight key points from the White Paper. The paper, itself is

> attached.

>

> EIGHT KEY POINTS

># 1. Transportation System Planning

> * Lack of a common understanding of the Denver region’s transportation system
> as a whole, and the specific role of I-70 within that system.

> * Lack of a system planning approach; not comprehensive or integrated. Does
> not address relationship to non-interstate part of the network, such as (a)

> parallel and connecting roadway network (including 1-270 and I-76), (b)

> existing and emerging transit network, (c) the local street network, and (d)

> non-automobile transportation modes.

> * Transit is virtually missing and other aspects of mobility and accessibility

> that would not require additional lanes thus enabling a narrower interstate

> footprint in the environmental justice neighborhoods.

> * Lack of a system-wide and corridor level strategy for reducing vehicle miles

> traveled. No goals set to create a better mode share to reduce driving alone,

> and again resulting in not needing to provide additional lanes.

> * Lack of application of transportation demand management programs (including
> ridesharing, shuttle circulators, and parking management).

> * Lack of evaluation of evolving land uses over the next 30-years; does not

> address more compact urban development and transit-oriented that is less

> reliant on automobile travel

> * Unclear whether the 1-70 alternative is fully consistent with the DRCOG

> Regional Plan; these need to be reconnected and considered within the system
> as a whole

> * What is needed is a system understanding of the entire regional network with
> all modes, and how the 1-70 corridor, with its tandem facilities, functions as

> part of that system.

># 2: Travel Demand Modeling

> * Lack of confidence that the model provides reasonably accurate forecast.

> CDOT refers to DRCOG. DRCOG refers to CDOT.

>* CDOT and Atkins have been using an old travel demand model and an old future
> |land use forecast.

>*CDOT and Atkins have not kept pace with best modeling practices. They are
> not using DRCOG's newest state-of-the- art travel demand model called 3Focus.?
> Nor are they using DRCOG's new UrbanSim model. Instead Atkins is using an
> out-of-date travel demand model software that cannot factor in highway-induced
> development.

> * Did not test a full range of highway project alternatives. Did not test an

> alternative going from the current 6-lanes to 8-lanes. Did not test an

> alternative with frontage roads not immediately adjacent. (8-lane alternative

> would have sufficient capacity and eliminate some of the severe impacts on the
> community.) Given location in environmental justice neighborhoods, the

> cross-section needs to aspire to absolute *minimum widths? to minimize

> impacts.

> * The result is an alternative that is wider than a football field is long.

> CDOT's alternative maximizes impacts on the environmental justice

> neighborhoods of Elyria and Swansea rather than minimizing impacts.

># 3. Managed Lanes

>*CDOT is considering a pricing concept for I-70 managed lanes which is

> one among the many possible concepts for addressing user fees.
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> * The managed lanes aspect of CDOT's proposal is not well understood by

> elected-officials or members of the community. CDOT needs to explain how its
> particular managed lanes concept would function in the 1-70 corridor.

> * Again, CDOT and its partners need to address pricing for the entire system

> in metro Denver, connected with regional and local transit, to enable

> better-informed decisions regarding lane configurations, termination points,

> and access along the I-70 East segment.

>#4: Community and Economic Development

> * Efforts are in place to develop community and economic development plans
> along with the I-70 East Project, particularly through the North Denver

> Comerstone Collaborative.

> * The neighborhoods of Elyria and Swansea have stated a need to establish and
> re-establish connectivity. These investments should be decided upon in

> advance of any I-70 constructing.

> * To minimize disruption in Elyria and Swansea, it may make sense to make

> invest in the 1-270 project first, prior to construction any construction in

> the 1-70 corridor.

> * Recommend a *good-neighbor compact? with local businesses and trucking
> companies to clamp down on 3cut-through? travel on residential streets.

> #5: Constructability and Construction Impacts

> * Impacts during construction on the current alignment regardless of final

> alternative will include dust, noise, v bration, disruption of circulation,

> diversion of traffic.

> * Permanent impacts include removal of families and major adjustments at

> Swansea School

> # 5: Vasquez/Steele Street

> * Relocating the partial Vasquez interchange a half a mile to the east at

> Colorado Boulevard.

> * The property currently used for the interchange is a significant area for

> redevelopment including mixed-income housing, neighborhood serving retail
> (perhaps the grocery store the neighborhood desires), and community and/or
> civic uses. The area may also accommodate a relocated elementary school.

> * Recommendation that an integrated context-sensitive freight system plan be
> developed that would address routing of truck traffic out of adjacent

> residential areas. An area wide freight system plan would be the appropriate
> mechanism for addressing mobility and routing issues of neighboring

> jurisdictions, including Commerce City.

> # 7: Mobility During Construction

> * CDOT needs to develop an advance comprehensive package of mobility-related
> projects. Improvements to I-270 first make sense in advance of any

> construction on I-70. The package should include neighborhood circulation

> issues as well, including multimodal access bility and connectivity

> enhancements within and between the environmental justice neighborhoods of
> Elyria and Swansea.

> # 8: Community Engagement

> * Community leaders criticize CDOT's community engagement process. A more
> robust process is possible where everyone hears both questions and responses
> in order to build consensus within the community.

> * Example of the I-15/SR-15 (40th Street) in San Diego. A preferred option

> was selected that minimized community impacts, while improving function on

> that component of the regional transportation system. Specific community

> improvements were agreed to including s covers at several key locations

> along the alignment. The project included linkages to regional transit

> (existing and planned)and access to transit stations within the highway at

> major boulevards.

> The American Planning Association is an independent, not-for-profit

> educational organization that provides leadership in the development of vital

> communities. We measure our success by the successes of our members and the
> communities they serve. Information on APA is available at:

> https://www _planning.org/aboutapa/

>

>
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Reference Sections 1.4, 1.11, 5, 7.1, 7.6, 7.7, 7.8 of the SDEIS:

In addition to more than 500 individual comments to CDOT and elected officials specifically
asking for a SEIS to be performed on the 1-270/1-76 re-route, THEN AN ADDITIONAL

1,200+ individuals signed the following petition: AT Two SIDED )

|
We, the Ené%%@med persons, who are residents of Globeville, Elyria, Swansea, community
partners, and/or concerned citizens of the Denver metropolitan region and TAXPAYERS,
hereby demand that the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) complete a Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the possible rerouting if 1-70
along the 1-270/1-76 corridor and its replacement with a surface level boulevard.

These signed petitions are attached and being re-submitted for your review. These should
each be counted as being strongly supporting a supplemental EIS to be completed of the I-
270 and I-76 re-route and simultaneousiy counted strongly in opposition to the plans
outlined in the SDEIS until the two can be fairly compared to each another.

Steve Kinney a‘

Residing in Denver at 4876 Tennyson St. Denver, CO 80212

Working as a Realtor in every Central-Denver neighborhood since 2001 and as a Denver
Digs Trees volunteer in many NE Denver neighborhoods since 1999,

Steve @ SKinneyProperty.com
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The SDEIS for the |-70-east project is deficient/flawed because of the lack of
compassion in looking at: the value & importance of 75+/- dwelling units — and the
impact that the loss of those homes creates in the community

Referencing Sections: 3.5, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 7.4, Attachment G

The Elyria, Swansea and Globeville neighborhoods each currently have I-70 running nearly
through the middie of them. There is a chasm already. The neighborhoods are badly
affected. There are many claims by CDOT that the preferred alternative [preferred by
whom?] will re-connect the community. What are the assessment by sociologists and
urban planners who are not associated with CDOT and the City & County of Denver?
Specifically: (1) Does this preferred alternative connect the communities better than they are
connected today? — | expect that they would say “NOII”  (2) Is there any option [with the
inclusion of the 1-270/1-76 re-route] that would better-connect the communities? — | expect
that they would say “ABSOLUTELY, yes, the 1-270/1-76 re-route does”.

76 Dwelling units + 20+/- businesses vs, 8-12 businesses plus a portion of a few more
businesses & a few houses

I'm not suggesting that either option is ok, but what | see and hear makes me feel sick: If the
I-70 expansion were to be to the southern side of the existing right of way, incredibly-fewer
homes would be taken. But, one big dog food plant would be impacted. That is an
incredibly-clear demonstration of the greed and lack of compassion that exists with this
project. If the 1-76/1-270 re-route were to occur, incredibly-fewer homes would be taken, yet
it has never been studied...

Attachment G breaks-out income levels of residents [table 13, among others] and dwelling
units by value [table 14, among others]. My take-away from this is to suggest that a resident
with a lower income and a home with a lower value is deemed less important. | don't think
that this is appropriate and seems to me to be discrimination and further-demonstrates the
social justice issues in-play with this project.

What is a house?

To many, a house is more than just four walls and a roof, but this process suggests that it is
only that. For many, its something entirely-different — a home and family is to some degree
what defines their lives.

Moving is one of the three most stressful things that people do in their lives. Losing a loved-
one and changing jobs are the other two.

In many older neighborhoods, elderly people, often eventually single, very-much rely on
their neighbors for support. If one is forced to move, it can have life-changing
consequences in someone’s emotional and mental heath.

Imagine a widow or widower who feels safe in the house that his/her deceased spouse
worked for many years to make feel safe, comfortable, warm, full of love & protecting

them. Then, without a choice, they must leave. Even if the relocation package is fair, this is
a horribly-sad event for many. As a Realtor, | am often in tears seeing an eiderly person’s

Comments
Document Number: 796 Last: Kinney First Steve

pain and agony when leaving a long-time home, even when its their choice and they are
moving voluntarily to be closer to a child or to a warmer climate.

A forced move can have significant & awful safety-net and social-network conseqguences,
regardless of whether the CDOT relocation package was fair in a monetary sense. In Elyria
or in Swansea, back in April or May, | witnessed an example of this: a woman was bringing
groceries to her elderly next-door neighbor. It was an easy thing for the woman to shop for
both her own family and the neighbor. Assuming | understood the conversation [in Spanish]
correctly, the elderly woman had babysat the next-door neighbor 30-35 years earlier. The
woman’s kids help the elderly woman with her yard work and snow removal. There was a
connection that was obviously strong. Very-sadly, if one or both of those two residents must
move to make way for freeway expansion, that connection and the opportunity for
assistance will probably be lost forever. Wil the elderly woman then need to pay for grocery
delivery or a taxi to the grocery store? Worse, will she lose the social connection and love
that is very needed in people’s lives? Will she will lose her connection to what is probably
currently one of her only friends she sees in-person regularly? | hope she is going to be ok,
but expect there will be huge amount of loss, pain and sadness.

In some people’s opinions, the lucky ones are forced to leave. The unlucky ones are leftin
a dirtier, louder, more-isolated, more-polluted and less-valuable neighborhood. CDOT will
not compensate owners of homes that are eventually closer to the freeway nor will they offer
to relocate these people [despite suggestions to the contrary by Denver CW Montero &
Ortega], which is not acceptable. The property value of a home near the freeway decreases
by about 3% per house if it is closer to the freeway. And, the one next to a busy feeder road
and unprotected from such a road takes a further ding in value of an additional 8-10% on top
of what's noted above.

Financial Consequences to an Optional Move

A move because of the widened freeway can have significant financial consequences,
regardless of whether the move is required or not. Many will decide that for health reasons,
for sanity reasons, for peace & quiet reasons, for child-safety reasons or for many other
reasons, that they need to move away. | am among them. As a resident of an |-70 adjacent
community, | am confident that if the freeway is widened, 1 will choose to leave. | will lose A
LOT of time/energy/effort/money as a result.

I've invested a lot of money into an amazing home that | love! It may sound dumb, but | will
suffer a feeling of abandonment to this home that would be similar to me intentionally
abandoning my cat on the side of a highway. | am incredibly-emotionally attached to this
home.

I am one of the fortunate ones who can afford to sell my house and move to another location
[many are not able to get a new loan or can afford to move]. With the threat of freeway
expansion, my home would absolutely be worth less money. Worse, I've worked for 11
years to make my house exactly as | want it to be, consciously making choices that are best
for me, not for resale value. | have a $30,000 four-car garage, a $3,000 shed, a $28,000
photo voltaic solar system, new plumbing, new electrical, an amazing $8,000 three-tiered
flagstone retaining wall in my front yard and other renovations that won't get more than 20-
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I-70 East List of Mitigations for Neighborhood / Organizer’s Group Letter
9/23/2014

INTRODUCTION

The expansion of I-70 as described in CDOT's 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Assessment will
increase the number of cars, in general, between 30 - 50% {(ES-9). There will be an increase in air
emissions, increased noise pollution, decreased connectivity to the rest of Denver, and displacing
businesses and homes, including food stores. The highway reduces neighborhood aesthetics and property
values. Therefore, the following mitigations to the widening of I-70 must be made by CDOT to counteract
the negative effects of the widening of 1-70 through Elyria-Swansea.

AIR QUALITY

1. Air monitoring before, during and after construction.

2. Monitoring all pollutants harmful to human health associated with the highway (full-spectrum
monitoring) at Swansea School.

3. Providing funds for a community-based organization to hire an air quality monitoring expert to report
to and advise the community.

4. Installing advanced air ventilation and filtrations systems at Swansea, Garden Place and home within
500 feet of highway. CDOT should continue to fund the maintenance and operational costs of these
systems for the lifetime of the highway.

5. Funding educaticn programs about how to avoid contaminated air from entering homes and schools,
which should be offered at least once per year, for the lifetime of the highway.

6. Planting trees to up-take pollutants throughout the impact zone, and install green roofs,

Establishing air quality levels and triggers for immediate action should pollution levels be exceeded.

8. To ensure that lead and arsenic are not disturbed and deposited in homes during the construction
period, sampling for lead and arsenic in construction zones and homes and should remediate any
impacts by cleaning-up contaminated homes to state standards.

9. Reducing the footprint of the highway by narrowing lanes and reducing lanes between Colorado Blvd
and Brighton.
10. Providing alternative for trucks between 52 and Vasquez at further north. Discouraging truck and all

traffic out of the neighborhood by eliminating traffic out of the frontage roads and neighborhood
streets. Especially near Swansea School.

11. Building full interchange at Cotorado Blvd and remove Vasquez interchange.

12. Limiting truck access to 1-70 and instead send trucks out of the inhabited areas by using signage and
enforcement to route through trucks on to 270 & 76.

13. Establishing truck routes for local delivery and enforce them, limiting trucks on neighborhood streets
and near schools.

14. Paying for improvements to doors and windows of all homes and businesses within 500 feet of the
highway. It is not sufficient to facilitate loans as the harm is coming from CDOT and the cost of this
harm should be borne by CDOT.

N

1-70 East List of Mitigations for Neighborhood / Organizer's Group Letter
9/23/2014

RELOCATION / HOUSING

15. Giving re-location assistance to homes that were not 500 feet from [-70 before the widening, but
become 500 feet from 1-70.

16. In order to retain residents in the neighborhood and encourage new families to move in, committing to
replacing the 49-53 housing units lost in Elyria and Swansea due to highway construction with 3
afferdable housing units for every one unit lost. Additionally affordable homeownership units should
be replaced with affordable homeownership options and atfordable rental units should be replaced
with affordable rental options.

17. Providing grant funding to residents living between 4Sth and 47th street to make improvements to
their homes that will enhance their quality of life and reduce noise and air quality impacts of the
highway.

18. In order to encourage Elyria and Swansea residents to stay in the community and weather the adverse
impacts of construction, providing grant fundi ng to residents to make improvements to their housing.

AMENITIES

19. Funding the construction of a new regional recreation center in Elyria-Swansea to provide a space
indoors with clean air for physical activity. The price of the Regional Rec Center should be affordable
for all residents, and the opening of the center should not result in the closing of centers in nearby
neighborhoods.

20. Funding a new health clinic to be constructed.

21. Funding the establishment of a new supermarket and pharmacy in the immediate GES area to improve
the health of the community and curb the chronic health complications that are pervasive in the
community.

22. Creating a 500-foot buffer around the schoo] and no construction should occur in that buffer during
school hours. This will mitigation the air emissions and noise pollution associated with the
construction,

23. Building walls that mitigate for ai) highway noise poliution increased by the alternative.

24. Not exceeding the maximum NAC threshold, (Noise). it is set for the health of the neighborhoods.

25. Establishing a business development fund, housing fund, maintenance fund, and cap maintenance fund,
26. Providing art funds to lacal organizations or agencies, not to CDOT for art proects.

CONNECTIVITY

27. Making sure trucks and traffic are not diverted onto neighborhood streets during construction and

after the reconfigured Interstate opens. There should be an alternative route for trucks between 52nd
and Vasquez, to divert them onto Colorado Boulevard and away from the neighborhood.

28. Discouraging traffic on the frontage roads from using neighborhood streets as short cuts, especially
near Swansea Elementary School. Some drivers may be tempted to use neighborhood streets to avoid
traffic problems on the Interstate when construction commences. Making sure this does not happen
must be a top priority. This is a crucial issue for neighborhood livability and to protect children as they
walk to and from schaol.

29. Funding the construction of sidewalks, hike paths and other amenities that can help better link
residents to their neighbors. Elyria-Swansea has long suffered from a lack of connectivity within the
neighborhood and with adjacent neighborheods due to the highway.
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primarily to relieve congestion. It is to provide a 3reliable trip? for

people in the toll lanes. They define a reliable trip as an average speed to

45 mph. In order to accomplish this, when highway traffic increases they

will increase tolls, forcing more cars into the general purpose lanes,
increasing congestion in those lanes to maintain a smooth ride for those who
can afford the tolls. This transfers wealth from the general public who paid

for the highway, and the people living along it who bear its negative

effects, to rich people riding in the 3lexis lanes?2.

Myth: We have to expand the highway to 10 lanes to deal with increased
highway traffic in the future.

Reality: Between 2005 and 2011 annual per person vehicles miles traveled
declined 11.4% in Colorado. Because of an aging population, changing driving
habits among young people, more people working from home, increased
urbanization and greater use of public transportation people are driving

less each year. Moreover, because of better technology the capacity of
existing highways is increasing. A study at Columbia University estimates
that within 75 years current highways can safely transport almost three

times as many cars. Widening highways is thinking for the past century, not
the next century. It wastes taxpayers® dollars.

Myth: Studying rerouting I-70 along |-270/1-76 would require a full new
Environmental Impact Statement and would delay the project by 5 to 10 years.
Reality: The 1-270/1-76 reroute was one of the multiple alternatives

proposed by CDOT in 2003. It was summarily dismissed, but I1-270 was always
considered part of the study corridor. In fact, CDOT held outreach meetings
in Adams County as late as November of 2012 seeking to convince people there
that placing the highway along I-270 would not be in their interest. As a
result, examining the 1-270/1-76 alternative would be no different than what
CDOT did when it examined the below grade option after initially rejecting

it as part of its 2008 EIS. It would only require a Supplemental EIS which
experts in the field estimate would not take longer than 9 to 12 months, and
which would not cost more than $1m.

Myth: The 1-270/1-76 reroute was studied and rejected by CDOT in 2003, and
was studied and rejected again in 2008.

Reality: The Colorado Department of Transportation has repeatedly been asked
to produce any studies of the full reroute that have been done. They have
consistently been unable or unwilling to do so.

Myth: The 1-270/1-76 reroute was presented to the PACT of stakeholders and
to members of the Globeville, Elyria, and Swansea communities at outreach
meetings and was rejected by them.

Reality: The PACT was specifically prohibited from considering the full
reroute. The only reroute that was submitted to the PACT and to community
members would have begun east of 1-25 and cut through the heart of Elyria to
intersect I1-270. It would have done irreparable harm to the community and
was rightly rejected, but it was very different from the full reroute. In

fact, according to Denver City Councilperson Paul Lopez, when community
members throughout East Denver were surveyed by CDOT in 2003 their first
preference was for I-70 to be removed.

Myth: The 1-270/1-76 reroute was rejected by CDOT because a cost analysis
was done and it was found to be too expensive. It would cost $4.35b.

Reality: a document provided by CDOT in response to inquiries states, *Cost
estimates typically are not prepared for eliminated alternatives.?2 The

$4.35b number is a *high level cost estimate? prepared in response to
questions. It has been rejected as grossly elevated by several experts who
place the realistic cost as between $500m and $1b, about one-half the cost
of the below grade option. And, this figure does not include the savings

from not having to reconstruct and widen 1-270 after the I-70 below grade

option is completed; something that CDOT has already promised Adams County.

Myth: The below grade option isn't perfect, but it will improve conditions

in Globeville, Elyria and Swansea over what currently exists.

Realty: A survey of 15 real estate brokers who work across north Denver
estimates that if the below grade option is completed and the highway is
widened, it will decrease property values in Globeville, Elyria and Swansea
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by an average of 6.85%. It will increase the isolation of those living north

of the highway by tripling the north-south division to over 300 feet, by

reducing the number of north-south cross streets from fourteen to six, and

by erecting 8 to 14 foot sound barrier/safety walls in residential areas. In
contrast, according to the realtors, rerouting the highway would increase
property values by an average of 24%.

Myth: CDOT's plan for the below grade option adequately mitigates the effect
of the highway at Swansea Elementary School.

Reality: The Environmental Protection Agency's School Siting Standards
recommend that no school be located within a half mile of an Interstate
highway. California outlaws new schools being constructed within 500 feet of
a major highway. The only mitigation that CDOT has offered to this point is

to move the playground to the other side of the school, install soundproof
doors and windows, improve the internal ventilation and construct two new
classrooms. This is wholly inadequate to protect the health of the children.
Myth: Rerouting the highway will result in deterioration of the neighborhood

by replacing it with a busy surface level road similar to Colorado Boulevard

or Santa Fe Boulevard.

Reality: Nobody is proposing simply removing the highway and installing a
surface level boulevard. In each of the numerous cities that have

successfully removed highways, the removal has been accompanied by planning
to improve the traffic grid and to support the creation of alternative
transportation modalities such as b king and mass transit. In every other

city that has removed a highway it has resulted in less traffic congestion.
Myth: Rerouting I-70 would flood 1-270 and |-76 with over 400,000 cars per
day.

Reality: CDOT's own projections for the reroute are for a maximum of 140,000
Average Daily Traffic on I-270 and 125,000 ADT on I-76. Estimates above that
are simply scare tactics which double count the cars that would be on the
rerouted highway and the surface boulevard, and which do not contemplate any
planning to improve other routes.

Myth: Rerouting the highway is just another case of NIMBY. It would be
detrimental to Adams County and Jefferson County.

Reality: According to numerous developers who have interests in Adams and
Jefferson Counties, a state-of-the-art highway such as currently exists

through Vail, Glenwood Canyon or T-Rex would substantially increase property
values along |-270 and I-76 by changing the image of the southern part of
those counties. It would promote the type of office and light industrial
development that belongs along an interstate highway such as that which
currently exists at the Tech Center and Interlocken.

Steve Kinney

4876 Tennyson St

Denver CO 80212
Steve@SKinneyProperty.com
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this document suggesting that all homeowners must now install sidewa ks?
Will those incredibly-unfortunate homeowners who will be living next to the
service roads be required to maintain those new sidewalks, including snow
removal/splash-back/snowplow mess and clean-up from thousands of trucks
passing-by daily?

Reference Section 4.4, page 4-51: 3the removal of the York Street
interchange in all Build Alternatives and changes to the Steele Street and
Colorado Boulevard interchanges will have an adverse impact on circulation
and an increase in truck traffic on some of the local streets in the

vicinity of these changes

Section 4.3.2, page 4-35: Future |-70 Speeds Are the CDOT engineers and
traffic modeling experts familiar with the concept entitled "Induced
Demand?? Are these factors accounted for in the speed study?:

Same question for Section 4.3.2, page 4-40 VMT

€ More commuters to chose ride a bicycle, ride light rail or participate
in a ride-share

€ Trips will be combined or done at off-peak times so that there is more
efficiency

€ Some trips will simply be eliminated

€ Some businesses along the parallel local streets will benefit from
additional traffic

Is speed our only criteria for improvement?

Weather implications:

Reference Section 4.1: 3Colfax is the only roadway other than I-70 that
provides continuous east-west connectivity through the study area from 1-25
to Tower Road?. Colfax should be in the study area, but, it appears to me

to not be within the *study area?, but this statement reiterates a very big
concern that weather related events, like the 100-year storm in September
2013 most-likely would have rendered this emergency evacuation route
unusable, no? Worse, it probably would have caused life-threatening danger
for people stuck in the flooded.

Fair representation

Reference ES3: 3structurally deficient?. Really?

2.1, 2.5.1 notes the viaduct being rated as a *442 why reference the 3442
rating if its now a %622, What is the rating as of the date of the
publication of the SDEIS and today? Please share the scale definitions.
[CDOT & your dollars study]

Reference Section 3.5: and the letter from Don Hunt to Dennis Gallagher,
answering questions [attached to this e-mai], why does CDOT suggest that
1-270 and 1-76 would need to be 16 lanes? Based upon the response to
another question in that letter, if only 40% of the traffic were to move to
those facilities, wouldn't eight lanes probably be sufficient?

Constructor Safety

This proposed project is immensely complicated, correct? Do worker safety
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issues & risk of injury and/or of death not increase when the project is
more complicated? A re-route onto I-270 & I-76 is very simple. Mostly
at-grade, mostly clean [uncontaminated] soil, mostly in a wide right of way,
the ability to be better-protected from traffic, little or no cave-in fear

as with the trench. Please, for the safety of the construction worker,

study the 270/76 re-routel

Before proceeding with an ROD, it is absolutely necessary to fully-evaluate
the 1-270 and I-76 re-route

For those of you reviewing this thank you very much for all that you are
doing.

Steve Kinney

4876 Tennyson St

Denver, CO 80212
Steve@skinneyproperty.com

Steve Kinney

RE/MAX Professionals City Properties

303.475.8200 [cell]

Recognized in 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 by Denver's 5280 Magazine
among Denver's 5-STAR Residential Real Estate Brokers.
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During the public comment period for the I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS, held from
September 2014 through October 2014, Mr. Steve Kinney, a private citizen and resident of
Denver, submitted numerous comments to the project team. Due to the volume and nature of
Mr. Kinney’s comments, only select portions are included as a physical copy in the printed Final
EIS. Only those materials that contained comments on the 1-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS
which generated a response by CDOT are included as a physical copy. Some materials included
by the commenter, such as a fully copy of the American Planning Association’s Peer Review
Report, were noted, but are not printed in this document.

Additionally, some of the attachments from Mr. Kinney include a collection of comments

by other stakeholders that he resubmitted. Please note that some comments collected by Mr.
Kinney were submitted by their original commenter before the official Supplemental Draft

EIS document was published and the official comment period opened. The I-70 East project
team responded to these comments as they were received; therefore, they are not included, nor
responded to, in the Final EIS. Some of the other comments were resubmitted by the original
commenter during the Supplemental Draft EIS public comment period and are included and
responded to in the Citizen Response portion of Attachment Q of the 1-70 East Final EIS;
therefore, the responses to these duplicates are not included in the responses to Mr. Kinney’s
comments. To see a complete copy of Mr. Kinney’s comments, including full copies of all of his
attachments, please see the document titled Kinney.pdf in the digital copy of the I-70 East Final
EIS.

This letter has been prepared in response to Mr. Kinney’s comments not otherwise responded
to, printed and digital, per CEQ regulation 40 CFR 1503.4. This letter responds only to the
substantive comments by topic rather than comment by comment as has been done for others.

OUTREACH

Mr. Kinney submitted numerous comments regarding CDOT’s outreach efforts. The project
team continues to use an extensive public involvement approach to communicate important
project updates and allow the public to provide input on the EIS, cover amenities, and the
alternatives under analysis in the EIS. Please see OUT1 through OUT3 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Even though the full Supplemental Draft EIS was not translated into Spanish, the Executive
Summary and the Summary of Impacts and Mitigation (Section 5.22 of the Supplemental Draft
EIS), which provide the most important details about the project, were translated into Spanish.
In addition, Spanish translators were available at the project office six days per week during the
public comment period to assist Spanish speakers in translating and understanding any sections
of the document they were interested in. Additionally, the translators participated in the door-to-
door outreach effort to solicit comments.

There were comments that CDOT was trying to limit people’s comments that did not support
the project. Please note that CDOT encourages comments from everyone; see Chapter 10 of the
Final EIS for ways CDOT has reached out to the public to solicit input. However, comments
need to be deliberately submitted by the author to be accepted as official comments. Petitions
are different because people signing a petition realize that it will be submitted as one comment.
In December 2007, the CEQ published A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA: Having Your Voice
Heard. This resource states: “It is important to understand that commenting on a proposal is not
a ‘vote’ on whether the proposed action should take place.” (CEQ, 2007, p. 12)

There were comments about CDOT not attending meetings or presentations that were project-
related. When meetings were conducted by city officials or other organizations, CDOT
representatives were not always invited, nor were they always able to attend when invited.

In addition, CDOT has little to no input on meeting dates, times, locations, or content when
meetings are conducted by other organizations. However, CDOT conducted a thorough outreach
process to all stakeholders and affected communities. Please refer to Chapter 10, Community
Outreach, of the Final EIS for details about the project’s outreach efforts to the public and
stakeholders. The information gathered during the outreach process has helped the project team
refine the project alternatives.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIS have fully considered the reasonable alternatives that
meet the project’s purpose and need. For information on the alternatives analysis, including the
No-Action Alternative and the 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT1 through ALT3
of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Responses to Comments Responses to Comments

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Transportation and traffic are adequately addressed in Chapter 4, Transportation Impacts

and Mitigation Measures, of the Final EIS. For information on multi-modal transportation
considerations, changes in future driving trends, traffic impacts during construction, traffic
forecasting and modeling, impacts on I-70 west of I-25, rerouting truck traffic, and north-south
connectivity, please see TRANS1 through TRANS11 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

There were several references in the comments to the extra mileage drivers would be required
to travel by rerouting I-70 along the 1-270/1-76 corridor and how this extra mileage would

not greatly impact these travelers because traffic would at least be moving. CDOT has heard
from the trucking industry (See Colorado Motor Carriers Association comments in the Special
Interest section of Attachment Q) and others that they do not support the Reroute Alternative
because of the additional miles traveled and the associated costs as well as lack of redundant
east-west routes. Additionally, out-of-direction miles associated with the Reroute Alternative
would increase VMT, which could impact air quality conformity.

There were several comments concerning safety and congestion on the segment of I-70 west of
I-25; the segment being referred to is outside the limits of the 1-70 East project. For information
on congestion along 1-70, west of 1-25, please see TRANS4 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIS have fully considered the reasonable alternatives,
and have identified the Preferred Alternative as the one that best meets the project’s purpose
and need. For information on the Preferred Alternative, including community cohesion and
connectivity, identification of the Managed Lanes Option as the Preferred Alternative’s
Operational Option, tunnel lighting and safety, the amenities on the highway cover, and
maintenance of the cover, please see PA1 through PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

There was a comment submitted about how the alternative that will be built has already been
determined since a Preferred Alternative was preliminarily identified, and how this meant CDOT
isn’t really listening anymore. The Supplemental Draft EIS preliminarily identified the Preferred
Alternative in compliance with CEQ regulation 40 CFR 1502.14(e), which states that the agency
should identify the Preferred Alternative if one exists.

There were comments about how there’s a lack of support for the Preferred Alternative. A
letter supporting the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was received on June 6, 2013, from
Commissioner Henry of Adams County, Mayor Hancock of Denver, and Mayor Ford of
Commerce City. A proclamation also was signed by all of the Denver City Council members
in support of the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative on April 7, 2014. Additionally, Mayor

Hancock of Denver, Mayor Hogan of Aurora, and Commerce City Manager McBroom each
submitted letters stating their agencies’ support for the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative.
Please see www.i-70east.com for a copy of these letters. CDOT also has received comments

in support of the Preferred Alternative through the Supplemental Draft EIS comment period as
well as through conversations with community members at public meetings and during door-to-
door outreach.

There were several comments about ice, snow removal, emergency vehicle access, and
maintenance in the covered section of the highway, as well as along the corridor as a whole.
The project design will accommodate drainage, snow removal, and emergency vehicle access.
CDOT will develop emergency management plans for this facility, as it does for every state
highway. CDOT cannot control the extreme weather events or prevent every accident; however,
the facility will be designed with consideration of extreme weather conditions and emergency
vehicle access in the recessed portion. In addition, the highway is designed to the current
federal and state highway design standards to lower the risks of accidents. CDOT will hold the
Contractor responsible for maintenance of the facility for the duration of the contract, and the
Contractor will be required to adhere to maintenance performance standards or risk penalty.

There was a comment submitted about a trip to Seattle that CDOT and Denver staff took to look
at a highway cover and the question was raised about why only one city that uses this highway
cover design was visited. The trip Mr. Kinney made reference to in his comment was a trip made
by the Downtown Denver Partnership. Two CDOT staff also attended and three highway covers
were visited. This trip happened in 2014. In 2013, FHWA also sponsored a technology transfer
tour of the highway covers in Seattle that FHWA, CDOT, and Denver staff participated in.

The same three covers were visited and studied during this tour in 2013. CDOT also reviewed
highway covers across the nation through interviews and research, which provided information
on the amenities that can be included on top and maintenance and implementation costs.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS

The Final EIS describes the many mitigation measures CDOT has committed to include in

the project to reduce the impacts. For information on impacts and mitigations, including
construction impacts, noise, hazardous materials, and drainage, please see IMP1 through IMP8
of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q. Additional information and detail on impacts and mitigation can be
found in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS.

For a complete list of impacts and mitigations associated with the Preferred Alternative, please
see Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. There were comments received about deicers entering the South
Platte River. Section 5.16, Water Quality, of the Final EIS includes the following mitigation for
water quality:
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« Provide permanent water quality control features (i.e., extended detention ponds) as part
of the project to treat stormwater runoff from the highway.

« Treat runoff prior to entering the South Platte River and Sand Creek in conformance with
CDOT’s MS4 Permit and New Development and Redevelopment Program.

* Prevent over-treating the roadways by using deicer/sand/salt products and technology in
accordance with best management practices.

« Stockpile solid mixtures per CDOT water quality requirements such as occur at the 1-70/
Havana Street maintenance facility; the mixtures are kept under domes to protect them
from precipitation, which prevents water high in salts from running off into receiving
waters.

There were concerns noted about vibration and noise. Vibrations can occur from general
construction equipment use near noise-sensitive receptors, particularly pile driving for
substructure elements from compaction equipment. Heavy vibration construction activities that
occur within approximately 50 feet of existing structures would require special care to prevent
structural damage. Details of these provisions would be determined during final design and
before construction begins. This project will abide by the appropriate city codes as they pertain
to construction noise. If noise levels during construction are expected to exceed the limits from
the city codes, the contractor must obtain the necessary ordinance variance.

GENERAL

The Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIS are fully compliant with the requirements of NEPA,
the Clean Air Act, 23 U.S.C. Sec. 109(h) and other provisions, and have adequately addressed
environmental and transportation issues. For information on the project’s purpose, project limits,
the need for 10 lanes, and how CDOT is using the APA peer review, please see GEN1 through
GEN4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q. For details on the purpose and need of the project, please see
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIS have adequately addressed environmental justice
issues according to state and federal guidelines. For information on environmental justice
considerations, including managed lanes, please see EJ1 through EJ3 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

AIR QUALITY

The Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIS are fully compliant with the requirements of NEPA,
the Clean Air Act, 23 U.S.C. Sec. 109(h) and other provisions, and have adequately addressed
environmental health issues and air quality impacts. For information on air quality, human
health, and air quality monitoring, please see AQ1 through AQ7 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

FUNDING

The Final EIS has adequately described the funding available for the project. For information
about the project’s funding strategies, please see FUND1 through FUNDS5 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q. For more information on the P3 process for this project, please see Chapter 8 of
the Final EIS.

There was a comment received about how starting the procurement process before NEPA is
concluded makes it seem like an alternative has already been selected and it doesn’t matter what
comments are received. As for the procurement process beginning prior to the conclusion of

the NEPA process, 23 CFR 636.109 allows agencies to perform a concurrent procurement and
NEPA process. This federal regulation allows an RFP to be issued prior to conclusion of NEPA
as long as the RFP informs proposers of the general status of the NEPA process and that no
commitment will be made as to any alternative under evaluation in the NEPA process, including
the No-Action Alternative.

PROPERTY IMPACTS

The Final EIS has fully disclosed the number of full property acquisitions required for the
project. For information on the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts, displacement of
residents, and the request to relocate residents within 500 feet of the highway, please see PROP1
through PROPS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

There was a comment that it didn’t appear as though CDOT’s property acquisition numbers
were correct. The total number of full property acquisitions are updated and included in Section
5.5, Relocation and Displacements, and Attachment G of the Final EIS. The commenter might
have counted partial acquisitions, which are not included in the EIS recorded number.

Responses to Comments Responses to Comments
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 748 Last: Kirsch First: Matt

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Matt Kirsch"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 4:35 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Matt Kirsch

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous Materials,Managed
Lanes,Property Impacts

comments: We are concerned about the increased air pollution during and after
construction and the impact on the health of surrounding community members. We are
also very disappointed that the SEIS did not explore a re-route option. Re-routing
would right the historic wrong of dividing this once vibrant community. The EIS
should look more closely at the potential for hazardous materials to be released
during the construction. The construction plan also seems to create the same
potential for flash flooding as we have already experienced on I-25. | am also
concerned about the increase in traffic and congestion funneling into I-70 after
I-25 and what that will do to that surrounding community. Please do not create a
problem that will result in widening I-70 farther west. CDOT should conduct further
investigation of the re-route option or leave the area the same.

Responses to Comments

All of the alternatives evaluated will experience significant reductions in emissions for most health-
related pollutants, even with increases in VMT. For information on air quality and health, please see
AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS., located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on air quality monitoring, please see AQ7 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on dust mitigation during construction, please see IMP7 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

I Scveral alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process and all
reasonable alternatives have been evaluated in the Final EIS. For information on alternatives that
remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

These concerns about hazardous materials, drainage, future congestion, and the evaluation of all
reasonable alternatives have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on CDOT’s
plans for encountering hazardous materials within the project area, please see IMP6 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

For information on drainage of the Preferred Alternative, please see IMP2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on congestion along I-70, west of I-25, please see TRANS4 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

For information on the I-76/I-270 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on why CDOT can’t leave the area the same, please see ALT1 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 180 Last Klausen First: Greer

“ The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Greer Klausen"

Date: Sun, September 28, 2014 11:00 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Greer Klausen

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing,Noise,Property Impacts
“— comments: Rerouting the highway along I-76 just makes good sense (fiscally and
environmentally). Please make the right choice for our city and it's citizens.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 610 Last Kleimann First:  Kristin

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Kristin Kleimann"

Date: Thu, October 30, 2014 9:13 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Kristin Kleimann

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing,Hazardous Materials,Property Impacts,Swansea
Elementary

comments: | am against the proposed | 70 expansion and instead support the | 270/l
“— 76 expansion option. It makes more sense and doesn't ruin neighborhoods or cost as
much.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 001 Last Klismet First: Jim

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

|-70 East Project

From: "Jim Klismet"

Date: Fri, August 29, 2014 6:43 am
To: contactus@i-70east.com
Priority: Normal

Gentlemen - | find it hard to understand how you can advocate for the

'‘cover' at Swansea Elementary over the proposed [-70East Project in view of
the debacle we all experienced when a similar 'cover' existed to
accommodate the runway over I-70 at the now defunct Stapleton International
Airport!! Ya'll gotta be nuts.

Jim Klismet

Responses to Comments

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed in response to the community’s concerns to
reconnect the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood by removing the existing viaduct. For information
on the Preferred Alternative highway cover, please see PA1 and PA2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Design guidelines have changed and there have been numerous technology advances since the
Stapleton tunnels were designed. This more modern approach has been incorporated into the
Preferred Alternative to minimize the tunnel effect. For information on the tunnel effect, please see
PAS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 115 Last: Knight First: Rebecca

Managed lanes and funding options have been adequately analyzed and addressed in the Final EIS.
For information on identification of the Managed Lanes Option as the preferred option, please see
PA7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on public-private partnerships, please see FUND2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

name: 'Rebecca A Knight'

“ Although this area is partially industrial, there are also residential neighborhoods adjacent to the

“_ comments: 'l am opposed to any toll lanes and especially those contracted out. I-70 highway. The cover was developed to mitigate adverse impacts to the residential areas and Swansea
needs widening and improvements as | travel it daily. Is the cost for the "park" Elementary School and to restore community cohesion. For more information on the Preferred
— really appropriate for CDOT? I'm not sure that is needed - why not use that extra Alternative highway cover, please see PA1 and PA2 of the Frequently Received Comments and
B m money so there would not be toll lanes. Are the planners looking for awards Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
somewhere so they can show how community oriented and beautiful it will be? It is in
a very industrialized part of town and should be utilitarian.’

—— For information on maintenance of the park, please see PA3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 252 Last Korson Fist Thomas

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Comment on CDOT below-grade proposal
From: "Thomas Korson"

Date: Thu, October 9, 2014 10:41 pm

To: "Vetting Process For | 70" <contactus@)i-70east.com>
Cc: "Dennis Gallagher" <dennis.gallagher@denvergov.org>
Priority: Normal

Hello. | have read the article, “Options for |-70 Vetted,” on Page 5A of the Denver

Post of October 7 2014. | have also read the excellent pro and con arguments in the
current issue of the Greater Park Hill News, October 2014. The pro side was written

by Brad Buchanan, and the opposition was written by Denver Auditor Dennis Gallagher.
For the reasons provided by Auditor Gallagher, | am opposed to the CDOT proposal.
Other alternatives are available, such as the proposals made by Frank Sullivan and
Thad Taxa. Everyone agrees that the viaduct must be replaced as it is dangerous
because of its age and heavy usage. The plan proposed by Mr. Buchanan and CDOT is
extremely costly, and would take years to complete, siphoning off badly needed
improvements in roads and highways elsewhere in the state.

Thank you
Thomas E Korson

Responses to Comments

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ CDOT must replace the aging I-70 viaduct. The viaduct accounts for over 60 percent of the
State’s bridge deck area that needs to be replaced or repaired. For information on the project
funding strategy, please see FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 421 Last: Korson First Tom

Only 50 percent of the bridge enterprise funds will be allocated for construction of the I-70 East
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to project. For information on the project funding strategy, please see FUNDS of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com Q

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Tom Korson"

Date: Sun, October 26, 2014 9:03 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Tom Korson

comments: With respect to the CDOT plan for replacing the eye 70 viaduct, |

agree with the comments made by Thad Tecza and Frank Sullivan. Auditor Dennis
“— Gallagher has also weighed in. If the CDOT plan is adopted as presently formulated,
necessary projects in other parts of the state will lose funds. | may have filled in

a similar comment earlier.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 417 Last: KozlowsKi First Brent

The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s

Cumerit Foider. SDEIS Comments Responded to purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com Attachment Q.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Brent Kozlowski"

Date: Sun, October 26, 2014 3:55 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Brent Kozlowski

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Historic,Managed Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other
comments: Re route to the north.open up the current area to development. Denver
needs more space and these neighborhoods and denver would greatly benefit the
“‘ redirect to | 76.The right of way and easements are much less detrimental on |
76.0ther cities have had success with this as more and more people are choosing to
live closer to the urban core.Current widening plan is ugly,loud and a eyesore.lt

harms the current neighborhoods more when they should be revitalized and developed
to meet housing demands.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 391 Last Kuehler Fistt Thomas E.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "thomas e. kuehler"

Date: Thu, October 23, 2014 12:30 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: thomas e. kuehler

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Historic,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property
Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic

comments: This proposal for an expanded freeway is insanity at it's worst. If more

mass transit is built and the alternative plan were to be developed....76 etc. this

monster would not be needed. this city has already been cut up by two major freeways

over the years at a great cost to the adjacent neighborhoods; | for one can't

imagine putting more capacity through this corridor. THIS IS TO FEED THE DEVELOPERS
ROAD CAPACITY, PLAIN AND SIMPLE.Denver cannot go west anymore so it must go east,
470 was built to serve the developers north and south...when is this major freeway
development/building going to end before Denver is just another L.A.? The noise

levels through this corridor are already unacceptable! Why do they not build these

roads below grade? With a Swiss like train system, Colorado/Denver would not need
another major expensive highway to mauntain, one that would be outdated in 15 years

time anyway. the only viable solution is mass transit and another east west alter!

native. CDOT IS CORRUPT, THE POLITICIANS ARE ALL CORRUPT!DENVER DESERVES

Responses to Comments

These concerns regarding the lanes included in the Preferred Alternative, mass transit considerations,

and the evaluation of all reasonable alternatives have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS.

For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on consideration of multi-modal forms of transportation, please see TRANSI of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on the I-76/I-270 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 186 Last: Kulinski First:  Phillip

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Phillip Kulinski"

Date: Tue, September 30, 2014 4:33 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Phillip Kulinski

comment_topic: Hazardous Materials,Historic,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Visual, Truck Traffic

comments: The proposed route will be disturbing one of the most polluted areas in
Denver. | feel that the neighborhoods surrounding the area cannot be made safe from
the hazardous dust that will be generated. This area is one of Denver's oldest
neighborhoods and should remain whole, without an interstate running through it. The
identified alternative is my preference since it will direct traffic around

residential neighborhoods. This will benefit not only the Globeville area, but most

of North West Denver. All of our neighborhoods will once again be connected without
a highway dividing them. A day at the parks in North Denver would be more enjoyable
without seeing and hearing the traffic from the highway. Our feeder streets will
become less congested with large trucks once the alternate route is in place.

Responses to Comments

Concerns about the potential for hazardous materials and construction air quality have been
adequately addressed in the Final EIS.

For information on CDOT’s plans for encountering hazardous materials within the project area,
please see IMP6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS. located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on mitigating fugitive dust during construction, please see IMP7 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

I Scveral alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process and all
reasonable alternatives have been evaluated in the Final EIS. For information on alternatives that
remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please see ALT2 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 455 Last Kunselman First: Barry

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com
For information on why the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative with Managed Lanes is identified as
the Preferred Alternative, please see Section 3.3 of the Final EIS.

Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Barry Kunselman"

Date:  Tue, October 28, 2014 2:38 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Barry Kunselman

comment_topic: Air Quality,Noise

comments: Re-routing I-70 to [-76 and 270 make would put less impact on the NW
“— Denver neighborhoods and would cost less, | don't under stand way the plan is to
widening the Free is moving forward.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 085 Last Kurtz First Kellen

There are no impacts to the Sunnyside Neighborhood, including the schools, as a result of this
Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com project.

For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: 1-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

Erom: "Kellen Kurtz" “ The project includes many mitigations to alleviate the impacts of the project and construction of it to

Date:  Mon, September 22, 2014 8:33 am the surrounding neighborhoods. For information on these mitigations, please see IMP1 through IMP8
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part
Priority: Normal 1 of Attachment Q.

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous Attachment Q.
Materials,Historic,Noise,Property Impacts

—— comments: | am a home owner in the Sunnysde neighborhood. We have been in the

community for nearly 10 years now. Our kids god to school in the neighborhood. We

name: Kellen Kurtz

For information on CDOT’s public involvement, please see OUT1 of the Frequently Received

are invested. We believe this is a terrible idea for Denver and specifically our Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
community. The proposal to widen |70 will be detrimental to our kids, our home and

A @ our community. The schools in Sunnyside and surrounding areas are very close to the For information on community connectivity, please see PA1, PA2, and PA9 of the Frequently
highway. Many schools actually line the highway. There is no way to be able to widen

the highway, that will not effect the outside air quality so close to the schools. Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Our kids deserve a place to play that it is free of smog and exhaust. If the Q.
expansion takes place, many of our kids will suffer. The proposal will also have
| huge implications on our property. It will cut of surrounding neighborhoods. It will
negatively effect accessibility, noise control, property value, and much more. There
are cities across America that are still suffering from poor decisions like the one
being proposed. The proposal isn't creative, it doesn't take into account communal
or environmental impacts. Those 2 pieces of the puzzle are aspects that CO should
care deeply about. | believe a better proposal would be to reroute 170 north
through 176 and turn the current |70 into a boulevard that creates more spaces for
community to thrive. That will allow schools to become a safer place for our kids,
our homes to remain a vital fabric of northwest Denver and our community to be one
that is unified not divided. This is a bad idea. It is being done behind the
effected communities. | will be very disappointed to call myself a Denver-ite if it
is allowed to pass with so little community knowledge and support.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 632 Last Kusovac First: Leonard

CDOT continues to look for ways to reduce the impacts of the project. For information on mitigations
for the project’s impacts, please see IMP1 through IMPS8 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-/70east.com

Funding options have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS, including managed lanes. For
information on identification of the Managed Lanes Option as the preferred option, please see PA7 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM of Attachment Q
F :

D::':g: Fri, October 31, 2014 7:20 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: Leonard Kusovac

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Noise,Property Impacts,Other
comments: The proposed changes, make sense as long as environmental and the local
“‘ community concerns are addressed satisfactorily. No Tolls!!!
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I-70 East Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments

Source: Public hearing Document Number: 151 Last: Lane Firstt: Norman

Okay. I have lost a lot of sleep over this business because I live at 3330 Bruce Randolph, 10
blocks from I-70. And there are a number of problems. Unless the mousetrap is completely
uprooted and changed, this project seems to propose to create the largest start-and-stop
“— parking lot right in what I consider a part of Denver that I love and support. I am objecting

to, you know, I'm not saying that Don Hunt doesn't have good intentions. But to uproot 55
houses of Hispanic people because they won't fight back is, I think, immoral. And if we can't
do better than that—okay.

Also, what in this proposal is going to improve air quality around I-70? Because I am aware
of those who say that the air quality is so bad around I-70 that those who live near it expect
three years and ten months less life expectancy. Is this not a problem? Is this not a

problem? I mean, you know, why do we, why do we think people should be killed early in
order to have this coterie of diesel trucks that are, I think, part of the problem. I have heard
that, well, if the city council would move, the diesel trucks could be moved to the 270/1-76
area, and this would remove half of the air pollution. And if that were part of the proposal,
then it might make kind of sense. But killing people just because it says we're saving jobs,
making things nice for the trucking companies, doesn't impress me. Thank you.

Responses to Comments

The purpose of the I-70 East project is to implement a transportation solution that improves safety,
access, and mobility and addresses congestion on I-70. These concerns regarding future congestion
and property impacts are adequately addressed in the Final EIS.

For information on traffic forecasting, please see TRANSS and TRANSG of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please
see PROP2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on Environmental Justice considerations, please see EJ1, EJ2, and EJ3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ As discussed in detail in the Final EIS, all of the alternatives evaluated will experience significant
reductions in emissions for most health-related pollutants, even with increases in VMT. For
information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

There are many businesses in the Elyria/Swansea Neighborhood that depend on trucks. For
information on restricting truck traffic along I-70, please see TRANSS of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 766 Last Lane First Norman

“ The concern about impacts to historic resources has been adequately addressed in the Final EIS.
For information on preserving the impacted historic properties, please see IMPS of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com @

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

The |-70 East EIS Project - SDEIS Comments

From: "Norman Lane"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 7:37 pm
To: contactus@i-70east.com
Priority: Normal

If it comes to this, cannot houses built before 1905 be lifted from their

foundations and stored off-site on chocks or dollies and restored to foundations in
Elyria-Swansea after your "big dig," so that the loss of Denver's history is not
“— catastrophic? Many forget that Italian masons often set the brick walls and Swedish
carpenters built cabinets and fit windows and doors. Wall plaster was hand-applied

in three coats. The participation of struggling immigrants, was what "made" Denver.
The loss of this hurts us all.

Norman Lane
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 663 Last LaRocque First: Thomas

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Thomas LaRocque"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 9:10 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Thomas LaRocque

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Historic, Managed
Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea
Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other
comments: CDOT's proposal to expand the highway along its current route represents
government arrogance and irresponsibility at their very worst. The result would be
“_ pointless destruction of existing neighborhoods and an inefficient route for

traffic. A far more logical plan would be to redirect the highway along the existing
routes of 1-270 and |-76. It is time to remember that you, the government, work for
us, the people. Start listening!
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 448 Last: Lastowka First Lynda

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Comments

From: '"Lynda Lastowka"

Date: Tue, October 28, 2014 10:01 am

To: "contactus@i-70east.com” <contactus@)i-70east.com>
Priority: Normal

| got an error when submitting my online form. Below are my comments.

Hello. | have strong reservations on the partial covered lowered alternative. The
huge financial cost without clear means of funding is very disturbing. The
environmental impact from the construction is also a huge concern. | see the plans
of a park area above the highway, but | wonder how environmentally friendly and
positive will that area so close to a super-highway be? The disruption to the
Swansea elementary school seems unfair as does displacing residents of that
economically fragile neighborhood.

| strongly am in favor of a renewed consideration of the re-route of 1-70 to I-76.
Lynda Lastowka

Responses to Comments

“ CDOT must replace the aging I-70 viaduct and has worked with the public over the last 11 years
to develop the Preferred Alternative and the associated mitigation measures. Your concerns about
project funding options, impacts to Swansea Elementary School, air quality, and the evaluation of all
reasonable alternatives have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS.

For information on the project funding strategy, please see FUNDS of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on project mitigations, including for Swansea Elementary School, please see IMP1
through IMPS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on air quality near the highway cover, please see AQ5 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 007 First Jennifer

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the

Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

. Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com Q

B The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed in response to the community’s concerns to
reconnect the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood by removing the existing viaduct. Your concerns
about congestion, air quality, drainage, connectivity, and future capacity have been adequately

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM addressed in the Final EIS. All reasonable alternatives have been evaluated in the Final EIS.

From: "Jennifer LaVoo"

Date:  Sat, August 30, 2014 11:40 am For information on project mitigations, including drainage, please see IMP1 through IMP8 of the
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Priority: Normal Attachment Q.

For information on air quality, please see AQ3 and AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and

name: Jennifer LaVoo Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

comment_topic: Air Quality, Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous For information on community connectivity, please see PA1, PA2, and PA9 of the Frequently
Materials,Historic, Managed Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment
Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other Q.

“_ comments: Before you subject Denver to even more highway devastation, please conduct
a draft supplemental EIS of the I'Z?O/, |I-76 reroute option. The below grade option is The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
unacceptable for so many reasons: -time and disruption for completion, -continued purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
and increased pollution, congestion, and noise, -a boulevard and reroute would do so . .

“_ much more to unite the affected neighborhoods and beautify our city, -below grade Frequ;:lntly Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Attachment Q.

freeways are more difficult to expand, have worse backups if there is a crash, are
prone to flooding. For the sake of the future of the city and all neighborhoods
affected, please study the reroute option. Thank you.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 053 Last: Lee First: Lori

All reasonable alternatives are evaluated in the Final EIS and regional traffic was taken into
consideration, including west of the mousetrap. The I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and
eliminated because it did not meet the project’s purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76
Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on congestion along I-70, west of I-25, please see TRANS4 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "LoriLee"

Date: Mon, September 15, 2014 1:33 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Lori Lee

comments: Very concerned about the proposed expansion of I-70. Try a different

approach with Adams County regarding a re-route. Denver has repeatedly dumped crap

in Adam's County's lap. It's not fair what has happened, as recently as this

past year, with the airport. Adams County has a tremendous economic development

“_ opportunity with a re-route onto 1-270 & |-76. As of now, most of those areas are
un-developed, under-developed or blighted. Not sure how an underground highway with

winter weather is a good option, think of Boston, MA and the big dig mess. How is

traffic going to flow with expansion only east of the mousetrap. Seems like

additional options need to be seriously explored before it's too late for this

community and potentially NW Denver down the road.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 192 Last Lime First: Karl

These concerns about drainage, hazardous materials, connectivity, and property impacts have been
Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com adequately addressed in the Final EIS.

For information on drainage of the Preferred Alternative, please see IMP2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM For information on encountering hazardous materials, please see IMP6 of the Frequently Received
From: "Karl" Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
Date: Wed, October 1, 2014 1:56 pm
;o_: . \,/\\j/ebmalstercc@l-70east.com (more) For information on north-south connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA9 of the
Hority= Norma Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
name: Karl Lime For information on the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please

see PROP2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous .
—oP Qualty, ¢ 9, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Materials,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea
Elementary, Truck Traffic,Other

comments: PORK PARK A colossal waste of money The transportation infrastructure
across Colorado and the United States is falling apart and tens of billions of

dollars are desperately needed to repair the system so why have CDOT and the City of
Denver been playing Russian Roulette with commuters lives for over a decade while
the I-70 viaduct continues to crumble? The City of Denver doesn't care which

option is best for the travelling public but which option will ensure gentrification

of the surrounding neighborhood. For 10 years the City pushed the re-alignment
option and laughed at the tunnel proponents but when they couldn't convince the
neighborhoods or CDOT that the re-alignment was the best option suddenly its let's
do a depressed bathtub tunnel design and force the taxpayers to spend an extra $300
million building Pork Park the inevitable cost overruns from downplaying the

impacts will push the cost difference to half a billion dollars. Denver and CDOT
“— have been trying to prove that building Pork Park is the best option for all the people
that use I-70. In order to justify this outrageous waste of desperately needed
transportation money CDOT and Denver have resorted to deception in order to claim
that it is only $150 million more to build Pork Park but in order to arrive at this
manipulated number they forced through changes to the Viaduct options in the name
of community connectivity which forced the cost of this option up by $150 million

thus they are no longer comparing similar designs. If that additional connectivity

is required than it is required for all options. The Pork Park cost estimate also

does not include the sunk cost of tearing down several hundred feet of the

relatively new viaduct to the west of Brighton Boulevard and lowering Brighton
Boulevard in order to get I-70 down under the railroads tracks a few hundred feet

to the east which just increases the cost differential. The Pork Park evaluation

also greatly downplays the cost of excavating through contaminated soil, bedrock and
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 192 Last Lime First Karl

the drainage problems caused by the proposed highway being lower than the water table
and getting storm water up out of the bathtub. These un-needed design changes to the
viaduct option decreased traffic level of service and forced up the cost of the

project in order to make the Pork Park option look better than it really is and they

are telling the public the Pork Park option increases access and mobility when the
design says the opposite because every one knows if you repeat a lie often enough
the public believes it. From the public meeting boards regarding connectivity:

Viaduct North/South design option has crossings at York, Josephine, Columbine,
Elizabeth, Clayton, Fillmore and Steele streets and Interchanges at Brighton,

Colorado and Steele. Lowered Bathtub design option with Pork Park North/South

has crossings at York, Josephine, Columbine, Clayton, and Steele streets and
Interchanges at Brighton and Colorado. This clearly shows decreased access and
mobility (2 less street crossings and 1 less interchange) and removing the Steele interchange
will force more truck traffic off the interstate and onto 46th Ave right between

the schools and Pork Park. The revised Viaduct option will have three traffic

signals on Steele Street in 300 feet which will cause a traffic level of service F

from day one which also makes this option look worse. The City and CDOT have been
telling the public that the Pork Park design has fewer community impacts and

won't impact the school. But the fact is the Pork Park design impacts 33 more

houses (a 60% increase) and five more businesses and in both options the School
could potentially be saved. If CDOT buries this section of highway every

time CDOT does another EIS people are going to want a tunnel, as | recall Vail

wants 1-70 to tunnel under the mountain. People of Vail here is a hint: build low

income housing next to the highway. This project is about re-building a highway

not balancing the ledger, righting a perceived wrong, building parks, basketball courts or
whatever Fantasy Pork they dream up next next they will be asking for this project

to force the taxpayers to rebuild the entire NWSS complex and neighborhood. It is
willy-nilly spending and Pork Stuffing like this that gives us trillion dollar

debts. For $300+ million the taxpayers could buy every house/business in the
neighbourhood and convert it to open space with $200+ million in change, or the
taxpayers can sell it to Nation Western both of which are better options than

spending $300 million on a park. It is time for commuters and taxpayers across
Colorado to stand up and tell CDOT not to waste $300 million taxpayers' dollars to
build Pork Park. Mr Karl Lime

Responses to Comments

“ There are many reasons why gentrification could occur in the northeast part of Denver, including the

redevelopment of the National Western Complex and rising prices for residential real estate; however,
land use decisions are made by local jurisdictions and are outside the control of CDOT.

CDOT cost estimates were completed using standard procedures and unit prices for the anticipated
work that would be required.

There will be no physical widening west of Brighton Boulevard, the added capacity will be achieved
through restriping between Brighton Boulevard and I-25 interchange.

Your concerns about project funding options, the highway cover, and the evaluation of all reasonable
alternatives are addressed adequately in the Final EIS.

For information on the project funding strategy, please see FUNDS of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the Preferred Alternative highway cover, please see PA2 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

For information on alternate alignments, please see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative is not the only alternative still under consideration. For
more information, please see ALT4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

January 2016

C-583



I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: Sief Last: Linsley First: Priscilla

Section 5.20 of the Final EIS contains an expanded discussion of environmental health issues in
the Globeville and Swansea and Elyria neighborhoods, including the Health Impact Assessment
conducted by Denver’s Department of Environmental Health. For information on air quality and
health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com
The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed to improve the community cohesion in the
Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood. For more information on community cohesion, please see PA1,
PA2, and PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: [-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

;ronr: '_'I_I?.'riscci;lat Lti)nslg)é" So14 354 For information on property impacts, please see PROP2 and PROP3 of the Frequently Received
ate: i1, Loctooer S, ~>% pm Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal . . . . . . .
“ Swansea Elementary School will remain operational during construction. For information on how

construction impacts to Swansea Elementary School will be mitigated, please see IMP4 of the
o Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
name: Priscilla Linsley Attachment Q.

comment_topic: Environmental Justice,Hazardous Materials,Property Impacts,Swansea
Elementary

comments: The proposed widening of 170 in this corridor will negatively impact the
public health of residents. This proposal also negatively impacts the cohension of
neighborhoods, some still recovering from the initial construction of I70. The loss
——— of so much affordable housing stock in a tight real estate market is deplorable.

And, not least is the impact on Swansea Elementary which is projected to be closed

for up to 5 years. Swansea Elementary is the kind of neighborhood school that

fosters a sense of community for all families. A distruption to this school would be
difficult for the students and their parents.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 405 Last: Livaudais First Tony

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the

) Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Tony Livaudais"

Date: Sat, October 25, 2014 10:35 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Tony Livaudais

comment_topic: Air Quality,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic

comments: | a registered Architect. | have lived and practiced in metro Denver and
environs since 1971, and have used 170 through Denver all that time. Today | read
about Unite North Metro Denver (UNMD) in the Denver Post, and subsequently on their
web site http://unitenorthmetrodenver.com . The UMND suggestions parallel almost
exactly my own thoughts developed independently and | am now a wholehearted
supporter of routing a new 170 along the right-of-way of 176 and 1270 as they
suggest. Rather than reiterate their concept, | urge CDOT to dust off their earlier
study of this alignment. Even though the UMND concept would cost more overall, it
could be phased over a longer period of time. My phasing would start with the
rebuilding of the affected sections of 176 and 1270, making them suitable for the
“— future 170. Phase 2 would be the removal of the old 170 viaduct and reconstruction

of the street beneath as an on-grade "business route" feeder connecting each end of
the severed viaduct from the mousetrap to Quebec St. and to Brighton Blvd and the
arena/Stockyard complex as currently proposed. Connections to Canam Hwy, Colorado
Blvd, and Quebec would all be on grade intersections.E 56th Ave could be expanded
to Pena Blvd. Finally, | believe if such massive reconstruction is going to be
undertaken at all, it should be according to the plan most capable of making things
better for all the residents, businesses, civic entities, and through travelers.

The cost of doing this work can be spread over many years, and should not be the
highest priority therefore precluding a better plan. Thanks for listening,

Cordially, Antonio D Livaudais LIVAUDAIS ARCHITECTURE
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Source:

Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 608 Last LKF1625

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

SDEIS

From: LKF1625

Date:  Thu, October 30, 2014 8:48 pm
To: contactus@i-70east.com
Priority: Normal

| stand in opposition to CDOT's I-70 proposal. My reasons are diverse and many, but
to summarize:

- the size of the proposed interstate improvements are inconsistent with current
trends in automobile ownership and driving. The factors used to predict ever
increasing traffic in decades to come are neither documented nor sourced on CDOT's
website. Moreover, that Millenials, whose metro area this will be, are desirous of a
lifestyle not dependent upon automobile ownership and driving, is a positive trend
that should be encouraged by providing multi-modal transportation alternatives. To
believe that the proposed improvements will serve the metro area for the next
century is presumptuous at best and fallacious at worst.

- interstates were never intended to cut through the urban core. The placement of

the highway through the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods was a bad
decision 50 odd years ago. The residents of these communities have long suffered ill
effects--illness and shortened lifespans from air pollution, physical and economic
separation from the larger community and its services, to name two. The displacement
of over 50 families and businesses, which can not be replaced in today's economic
conditions, and the digging of a trench in known environmental hazardous waste are
unconscionable. The concept of "level of service" in any governmental endeavor
should apply first to human beings. The right to breathe clean air trumps anyone's
ability to get somewhere faster...

- as if. Eight years after T-Rex, I-25, CDOT's model, remains congested and
gridlocked at various times of the day. Why spend money to induce demand for
highways and their ill effects and not safer, ecological methods to getting from

Point A to B? Lowering the cost of light rail and public transportation would

induce demand of another flavor, one that values the air we breathe and embraces the
trends of the future.

- lastly the premise that this 1.8 billion dollar (cough) project won't cost

taxpayers a dime is disingenuous. Apparently, the residents and businesses

displaced, the lifespans curtailed, the kids who can't play outside--these are costs
CDOT does not consider as such. Furthermore, there are many examples of defaults in
the privatization of highways--from such factors as less than expected revenue,

false promises and failed business models. In all those cases, the losses have been
and will be borne by taxpayers. Would you have support for this project if it was

at the taxpayers' expense? To obfuscate and claim that this proposal is "free" and
without risk, financial, moral, environmental or otherwise, is irresponsible and

insulting.

Please abandon this boondoggle.

Sent from Xfinity Connect Mobile App

Responses to Comments

Changes in travel patterns, traffic modeling, and the lanes included in the Preferred Alternative have
been adequately addressed in the Final EIS.

For information regarding multi-modal forms of transportation and consideration of changes in the
driving patterns, please see TRANS1 and TRANSI11 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on traffic forecasting, please see TRANSS and TRANSG of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Your concerns about air quality and health, connections, and property impacts have been adequately
addressed in the Final EIS.

Section 5.20 of the Final EIS contains an expanded discussion of environmental health issues in
the Globeville and Swansea and Elyria neighborhoods, including the Health Impact Assessment
conducted by Denver’s Department of Environmental Health. For information on air quality and
health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on community connectivity, please see PA1, PA2, and PA9 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

For information on property impacts, please see PROP2 and PROP3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The Final EIS adequately addressed the definition of the Preferred Alternative, including the number
and character of the proposed lanes.

Managed lanes have been included in the Preferred Alternative with lessons learned from the I-25
project. For information on consideration of multi-modal forms of transportation, please see TRANS1
of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part
1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Responses continue on the following page.
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Source: Submittal Document Number:

Comments

608 Last: LKF1625

This side
intentionally
left blank.

Responses to Comments

“ Your concerns regarding project mitigations, air quality, property impacts, and project funding
options have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS.

For information on project mitigations please see IMP1 through IMP8 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQG6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on property impacts, please see PROP2 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the project funding strategy, please see FUNDS of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 732 Last: Longsine First Barbara

Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

This project began in 2003 as part of the I-70 East Corridor project, which looked at both highway
and transit solutions. The I-70 analysis is based on the DRCOG regional traffic model, which includes
Welcome: contactus@i-70 east.com existing and planned transit improvements, including RTD’s East Corridor Commuter Rail line (part
of the original 2003 study), which will serve the communities near I-70. All alternatives improve
mobility and safety in the study area. For information on consideration of multi-modal forms of
transportation, please see TRANSI of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

From: ‘barbara” Truck traffic is adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on rerouting truck traffic,

Date:  Fri, October 31, 2014 3:08 pm please see TRANSS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
Priority: Normal '

name: barbara

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Managed Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred

Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary, Truck Traffic

comments: | am a property owner and a concerned citizen. The proposed plan as | know
it is over the top in a narrow vision. The money is excessive, the impact on the

“— present neighborhoods is far to extreme. | would support a plan for re-routing

traffic flow with an indepth look at truck traffic. The lite rail should be

considered for its part in reducing traffic along this corridor. Thank you, Barbara
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Public hearing Document Number: 290 Last: Lopez First:  Tim

First, let me start and thank Councilwoman Deborah Ortega for getting the mikes and

Your concerns about the project impacts on air quality and health, and impacts to Swansea

eve?ythmg else squared away for ‘everybody so that we did get an mtfzrpret'atlon. Tama Elementary School have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on air quality
native. I support the folks in Elyria and Swansea. I am opposed to this project. They were and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
working on this project for 11 years. The how does not make sense. The economy does not the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

make sense
For information on how construction impacts to Swansea Elementary School will be mitigated, please
I do work for a voluntary clean-up advisory board, and we can do this project better. We can see IMP4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,

get it cleaned up from Garden Place all the way up to the elementary schools that are located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

affected—the heavy contaminants, arsenic, all the other things.
For information on air quality monitoring, please see AQ7 of the Frequently Received Comments and

I see we are going to put an HVAC system in a school. Whoopee. What do we do for the kids Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“_ out on the playground? What do we do with the kids out in the park? When we look at

DRCOG and the projection of 2035, our growth rate of senior citizens at 60, we are
looking—as our living goes on, we are going to start seeing more and more people living to
100 years old. Well, that asthma, that hard breathing, all those things that goes into your
lungs, right, that has a major effect on your health and your quality of life.

We can do this better. There are alternatives. It's too big of a project. And we need to stand
up for the folks in Elyria and Swansea now. Both Councilwomen Ortega and Montero have
represented this area for over the last 20 years -- Councilwoman Ortega, when she was in
District 9 and where she is now as an at-large, and Judy Montero. We need to stand up for
these people now. We need to say no. And we need to make it economically sound. And the
biggest thing is the environmental impact that it will have on everybody's health. Thank
you very much.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 454 Last Lorantos First: Adrienne

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Adrienne Lorantos"

Date: Tue, October 28, 2014 2:27 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Adrienne Lorantos

comments: | am an AICP City Planner and | am strongly opposed to the SDEIS proposal.
CDOT NEEDS to do an SEIS on the full re-route that includes both [-270 and |-76. The
current proposal is environmentally and fiscally irresponsible and corrupts the

ideas of good planning for those people in need and for those people using the area

in the future. It had been proven time and time again that more roads only bring

more cars and future generations have already shown a strong preference for not
wanting the old car-commuter paradigm. While I'm grateful that you are opening up
some time for public comment, I'm afraid that this effort is just tokenism at its

worst. Beautiful new parks connecting neighborhoods is a great thing to have - but

not with this plan and not in this area. Yes, a mistake was made by building a major
interstate through established neighborhoods 50 years ago. However, that was 50
years ago and the neighborhoods have had 50 years to organically find their ways al!
round that mistake that was forced upon them. A dear friend lives in that
neighborhood - immediately adjacent to what will be a park if the current plan goes
through. I've spent a good deal of time in this neighborhood. This proposed plan

will only further alienate these people from this neighborhood. Just like much of

the rest of Denver, it will force lower income families from the area because the

cost of housing will go up. This is an elitist plan that doesn't really take the

actual families' welfare into account - again. It is a plan made by people who've

never grown up in neighborhoods like this, and their suppositions about it making

the neighborhood better for them are wrong and short-sighted. There are so many

rich and creative alternatives that are available that will still allow your

"problem solvers" to showcase their talents while not stripping a neighborhood of

it's culture and identity any further than it already has. This is a situation

where, if you've read the "Hitchhiker's Guide to the Galaxy" - the proponents of the current
proposal are Vogons and are wearing blinders to the gestalt of the impact of their
grand highway plan. One alternative is to close I-70 between Wadsworth Avenue and
Central Park Boulevard, and to divert traffic north of the current alignment onto

I-76 and 1-270. There could be construction of a surface boulevard along what
currently is Brighton Boulevard that would funnel traffic from DIA, Green Valley

Ranch and Montebello into downtown Denver along Brighton Boulevard and make this
route the gateway into the city. It would open up space along this new boulevard

for redevelopment, reintegrate the Globeville, Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods

into the city, and raise property values. Additionally, along this reroute, CDOT

already owns almost all the land it needs for development, and the impact on the
surrounding residents and businesses would be reduced to almost nothing. If | lived
along that stretch - that is what | would prefer. Instead - | am only a few blocks

away and an educated, experienced planner. | hope you will stop the current plan from moving

forward and allow a more organic, less sterilizing option to move forward. If not
for the people who live there now, then at least for the people who will use the
area in the future. Thank you.

Responses to Comments

These concerns about property impacts, driving pattern and demographic changes, and the Preferred

Alternative have been addressed in the Final EIS.

All reasonable alternatives have been evaluated in the Final EIS. The I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative
was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s purpose and need. For information
on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on mitigation for the project’s impacts, please see IMP1 through IMPS8 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on property impacts, please see PROP2 and PROP3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information regarding consideration of changes in the driving patterns, please see TRANS11 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.
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Comments
Source:  Submittal Document Number: 713 Last: Lovato First Anthony

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

The I-70 East EIS Project - SDEIS Comments
From: "Anthony Lovato"
Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 1:41 pm

To: contactus@i-70east.com
Priority: Normal

To Whom It May Concern:

| have two comments:

1) I would like to see Purina Chow relocated outside of the neighborhoods.
e 2) L would like to see I-70 rerouted away from the neighborhoods.

Respectfully,

Anthony Lovato

Responses to Comments

The No-Action Alternative, South Option and the Revised Viaduct Alternative, South Option would
require the relocation of the Purina factory. The identified Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS does
not impact the Purina factory. However, Denver has been coordinating with Purina to reduce the odor
by 90 percent. As of now, Purina has replaced 2 of its 6 scrubbers in an effort to reduce the odor.

“ Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process.
For information on alternate alignments, please see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 031 Last Lovato Fistt Dennis

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Dennis"

Date: Sun, September 7, 2014 10:21 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Dennis Lovato

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous
Materials,Historic,Managed Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic
comments: Reroute [-70!!!! this is best way for all neighorhoods and all the people

“_ concerned in arealll

January 2016 C-595









I-70 East Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 203 Last Lozada-Hissom First Yasmin

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Yasmin Lozada-Hissom"

Date: Mon, October 6, 2014 10:34 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Yasmin Lozada-Hissom

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing

comments: A [-70 through North Denver is a major source of air pollution, which
manifestly damages the health and quality of life of residents within half a mile of
the freeway. The expansion of |-70 will worsen the existing situation, further
affecting the same people who already endure this disadvantage. No meaningful
mitigation of this harm is possible unless the highway is relocated. The reroute

is the only real mitigation. Therefore, the present DSEIS should include a thorough
evaluation and analysis of the re-route alternative. Also, the amount of dollars

this project will consume would be simply outrageous. Many believe it to be
grossly-fiscally irresponsible spending from a taxpayer perspective, especially when
the re-route would cost about half as much, while addressing I-70 congestion issues
BOTH east and west of I-25, not just the east side. Do we really need the freeway
practically three times the width compared to what we have now? Do we need four new
toll lanes?

Responses to Comments

All of the alternatives evaluated will experience significant reductions in emissions for most health-
related pollutants, even with increases in VMT. For information on air quality and health, please see
AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS., located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

I 1he Preferred Alternative was developed to avoid and minimize impacts when feasible, including
consideration of the number of lanes required, and the managed lanes option. These concerns have
been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see
GENS3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on why Managed Lanes are identified as the preferred operational option, please see
PA7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 477 Last: Lucero First: Judy

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Judy Lucero"

Date:  Wed, October 29, 2014 8:14 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Judy Lucero

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Historic,Managed Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other
comments: CDOT insisting on widening a freeway in a neighborhood in which they would
refuse to live? They would refuse to live in Globeville/Elyria-Swansea because it is

not good enough for them -- the air quality is dangerous, the noise is awful, the

truck traffic is disgusting and frustrating, it stinks from pollution, it is

unhealthy, the property values are extremely low, it is poor, ugly, devastated by

the original intrusion of I-70 which virtually destroyed a community and its

historic value to Denver. Would any member of CDOT or any member of the PPP move
into Globeville/Elyria-Swansea? The answer is no. Would any member even spend the
night there? Would any member of CDT or the PPP allow their child to attend Swansea
Elementary, let alone spend the night? How about letting their child play on ground

just above the freeway? Not once, but day after day, as part of a school day? If
members of CDOT and the PPP lived in Globeville/Elyria-Swansea, they would re-route
I-70. They would use the right-of-way already owned by CDOT to widen I-76 and |-270.
There are no existing homes and businesses along this right-of-way that have to be
taken to accomplish the expansion. CDOT's involvement with |-70 over and around

Vail actually enhanced the beauty of the environment and the road. That can be

done with I-70, and it can be done at less than half the cost of expansion of the

existing freeway. The PPP does not serve the public interest. It is a bigger

potential problem than what is happening with 1-36. These partnerships have to

work for the public -- not against them. And why would anyone want to put part of

the freeway underground? Why would CDOT recreate the days of the tunnel -- when
wreck after wreck after wreck occurred in and around the tunnel on I-70? Who will

profit from that -- the people who lose their lives? | lived in LA for five years

-- why does CDOT insist on bringing that driving lifestyle to Denver? Large

multi-lane freeways are incredibly difficult to maneuver, they are dangerous and destructive to
comfortable commuting, and ease of commute. They are a recipe for road rage waiting
to happen. And they are unnecessary to a future where patterns of commute will
change -- are changing as the city becomes a more desirable place to live. What CDOT
is proposing is insane -- it meets Einstein's definition of insanity: doing the same

thing over again and expecting a different result. A whole other generation will be
subjected to the devastation on the Globeville/Elyria-Swansea community. More people
will have health problems because of the pollution, noise and dangerous conditions.

It is insane to widen and expand I-70 as CDOT proposes, particularly in light of

fact that there is an 1-76/1-270 alternative that will be half the cost, with none

of the devastation. If CDOT must absolutely refuse to put people (human beings) and
their communities first, then put our tax dollars first. CDOT has a perfectly sound
alternative: THE [-76/1-270 BOULEVARD.

Responses to Comments

Your concerns about air quality, property impacts, Swansea Elementary School, funding options,

design of the cover and lowered section, future driving habits, noise, have been adequately addressed
in the Final EIS. All reasonable alternatives, including the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative have been
evaluated in the Final EIS. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.

For information on public-private partnerships, please see FUND2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the benefits of the Preferred Alternative and the highway cover, please see PA1 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.

For information on the “tunnel effect,” please see PAS of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information regarding consideration of changes in the driving patterns, please see TRANSI11 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.

For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on traffic forecasting, please see TRANSS and TRANSG of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 516 Last Luders Fist Janene

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
) purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Welcome: co ntactus@|-70east. com Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Janene Luders"

Date:  Wed, October 29, 2014 12:53 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Janene Luders

comment_topic: Other
comments: | am requesting that CDOT perform a supplemental EIS for I-70 using the
“_ I-76 & I-270 alternative.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 548 Last Luerssen First: Burke

Based on public input that opposed relocating the school, CDOT developed the Partial Cover

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Lowered Alternative to keep the school in its current location while minimizing impacts to it. For

information on how construction impacts to Swansea Elementary School will be mitigated, please see
. - IMP4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com in Part 1 of Attachment O.

For information on air quality and health near the school, please see AQ3, AQ4, and AQS5 of the

Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Attachment Q.

From: "Burke Luerssen"

Date: Thu, October 30, 2014 6:25 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Burke Luerssen

comment_topic: Air Quality,Hazardous Materials,Swansea Elementary

comments: Swansea Elementary School is already impacted enough by 170 as it is
without putting them through an expansion project. Even without it the kids already
“— have to suffer through increased air pollution and and hazardous materials raining
down from the highway while all they are trying to do is play on their playground.

170 has already done enough damage to that neighborhood. Give the kids a break and
don't make it worse.
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Comments

Document Number: 205 Last: Luis First: Scott

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM
From: "Scott Luis"

Date: Mon, October 6, 2014 11:03 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: Scott Luis

comment_topic: Air Quality, Environmental Justice,Financing,Managed
Lanes,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea
Elementary

comments: Hi, | recently purchased a home in Globeville, and live about a block away
from the junction of 1-25/I-70. From what | understand, the section of I-70 that |

am closest to will not change, but a widening of I-70 further east is likely to

separate Globeville and Elyria-Swansea even more from the rest of Denver than it
already is. How will the addition of a cover over a small patch of highway help
integrate these neighborhoods back into the rest of the city? This cap sounds more
like an afterthought, similar to how almost every exit to Washington Street in my

area feels like an afterthought - city planning never fully considered these
neighborhoods when they were routing one of the United States' major arteries. | am
worried about the air quality in these neighborhoods. A study has shown that people
in my area live 3.5 years less on average than Denver as a whole. Add 4 extra
"luxury' lanes, and how much worse will it become in these neighborhoods? Lowering
the highway underground will not mitigate surrounding air pollution. | used to live in
Texas, and have driven the stretch of Dallas on 1-35 that is similar to what you

are planning. While it may work there, they do not have the type of climate we have
here. Not allowing for direct sunlight will leave many spots iced over in the

winter, and no place for the plowed snow to go, but to pile up on the sides,

allowing for no shoulder. Are you going to suck out the snow with a vacuum? Doesn't
that cost a lot of money? Aren't we spending a billion+ on constructing this

trench? Additionally, much of this area is in the South Platte River flood plain,

or damn near it! An entire highway submerged? Flooding may not happen very often,
but it is potentially a huge problem, and you are inviting trouble by digging a

hole. The money that you are proposing to use for this expansion will take away

from the funds intended for bridge repair and upkeep in our state. All across
America, bridges are falling apart from about 50+ years of neglect. If we take an already failing
bridge support system and neglect it for another 8.5 years, how many extra millions
of dollars are we going to have to spend later to fix or replace these bridges? How
many people will lose their lives due to bridge collapse? | don't know, do you? |

don't want to find out! Do you? | am not sure how many people from my area have
come forward to voice their opinion, but there are many that do not have a voice -
monetarily, and also literally. Several of my neighbors do not speak English, and |
worry that they have not had the opportunity to fully come to terms with what will

be happening here soon, or if they even know about it at all! | understand that you
are not interested in studying a full re-route of I-70 that includes 1-270, and

I-76 (roadways that have land available to expand onto without destroying homes and
businesses) at this time, but | would like to request that you do an SEIS on this
option. This is the only 100% guaranteed way to re-link up Globeville and
Elyria-Swansea neighborhoods with the heart of Denver. And the more information you
release to the public, the better. Our neighborhoods will have more of a chance to
become fully informed of a change that could greatly impact our communities. Thanks
for your time, | just hope everything that is feasible will be looked over, and the

best choices will be made, because it affects the whole town, but our neighborhoods
most of all. Regards, Scott Luis

Responses to Comments

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed in response to the community’s concerns to
reconnect the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood by removing the existing viaduct. For information
on increased connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA1, PA2, and PA9 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ All of the alternatives evaluated will experience significant reductions in emissions for most health-
related pollutants, even with increases in VMT. For information on air quality and health in the
project area, please see AQ3 and AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The project design will accommodate drainage, snow removal, and emergency vehicle access. CDOT
will develop emergency management plans for this facility as it does for every state highway. CDOT
cannot control the extreme weather events or prevent every accident; however, the facility will be
designed with consideration of extreme weather conditions and emergency vehicle access in the
recessed portion. In addition, the highway is designed to the federal and state highway safety design
standards to lower the risks of accidents.

For information on drainage of the Preferred Alternative, please see IMP2 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

CDOT will be replacing the I-70 viaduct. The viaduct accounts for over 60 percent of the States
bridge deck area that needs to be replaced or repaired. CDOT will retain approximately 50 percent
of their bridge enterprise funding for other bridge projects. The new roadway will not be on a bridge
and would not require the same amount of maintenance in the future as would be required if we
replaced the viaduct. For more information on the project funding strategy, please see FUNDS of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ CDOT made every effort to take comments from the public in a wide variety of ways. For
information on CDOT’s public involvement, please see OUT1 of the Frequently Received Comments

and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on how CDOT involved the Spanish-speaking community, please see OUT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

CDOT has considered the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative and found that it doesn’t meet purpose and
need and it isn’t a reasonable alternative. For more information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative,
please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS. located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on improved community connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA1,
PA2. and PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 110 Last: Lyons First: Donna

CDOT is currently developing plans to minimize impacts during construction. This will be developed
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to and finalized during final design.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

| 70 closure Tower to Colfax

From:
Date: Tue, September 23, 2014 7:02 pm
To: contactus@i-70east.com

Priority: Normal

This is to express how very difficult it is to commute to jobs in Denver or

Aurora for the many residents who live in communities to the east, because

of the long-term one-lane construction closure on |70 between about Tower

and Colfax. The closure began in February and it has been reported that it

will last another year or two. The most frustrating part is crawling

through the jam it creates everyday, yet seeing no crews, no equipment,

“_ nothing happening , week after week. I'm sure you know that this is a major
interstate for trucks, tourists, as well as commuters and other residents.

It has strangled communities like mine (Antelope Hills in unincorporated

Arapahoe County) from reasonable access to jobs and services in the city.

| think part of your study and planning for | 70 improvements should

include focused attention on getting projects that are started completed in

a reasonable time frame, especially when they involve significant lane

closures such as that on | 70 to the east of Denver.

Sincerely,

Donna Lyons
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Responses to Comments

Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 430 Firstt Matt

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Matt"
Date: Mon, October 27, 2014 2:24 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: Matt

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Noise
“‘ comments: | strongly oppose!
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Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 189 Last MacDermott First: Tracey

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Tracey MacDermott"

Date: Thu, October 2, 2014 8:21 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Tracey MacDermott

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Noise,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic
comments: There has been an alternative presented to the I-70 Expansion. This
reroute via 270 seems reasonable and well thought out. The time is now to fix a 50
“_ year old mistake. The proposed I-70 expansion is a continuation of poor planning and
lack of vision.

Responses to Comments

CDOT has considered the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative and found that it doesn’t meet purpose and
need and it isn’t a reasonable alternative. For more information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative,
please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 709 Last: MacFarlane JD

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "JD MacFarlane"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 1:16 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: JD MacFarlane

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Historic,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property
Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other

comments: | believe my conclusions are supported, in effect, by two other documents
directly related to this same issue of I-70; one is another comment on file in this

matter which | have endorsed, titled The Supplemental Draft EIS For Proposed
Expansion of |-70 East Must Be Revised To Adequately Disclose Impacts of Emissions
On Community Health And Air Quality, by Robert E. Yuhnke; the other, so far as |
know, is not entered as a comment to CDOT but is directed to this same issue and is
published by the American Planning Association Transportation Planning Division,

I-70 East Reconstruction Denver, Colorado, Peer Review and White Paper, October
15, 2014, which | can send to you at your request. | incorporate both of these
documents by reference herein. As background information, | am a retired lawyer,
Pueblo native, A.B. Harvard College, LL.B. Stanford Law School, Pueblo Deputy
District Attorney, Colorado State Representative (JBC 4 years), State Senator, Chief
Deputy State Public Defender, Attorney General and Denver Manager of Safety. Currently | am
a Denver County Colorado Master Gardener and volunteer CMG at the Jeffco Plant
Clinic at the CSU Jefferson County Extension Office at the Jeffco Fairgrounds in
Golden. | live in the northeast quadrant of Denver, Park Hill, approximately 3

miles from the intersection of Colorado Blvd. and I-70. During growing season | go

to and from Jefferson County on |-70 as often as once a week or more, usually

during the morning and evening rush hours. Although [-70 is faster, the 6th Avenue
(U.S. 6) freeway is shorter but the rush hour traffic to and from 6th Avenue and

Santa Fe/Kalamath to and from my residence generally takes longer than the I-70
route. | have attended a number of meetings and obtained additional information

from CDOT and Unite North Metro Denver concerning the proposed reconstruction of
I-70 through east Denver and CDOT's preferred alternative involving Globeville,

Elyria and Swansea (GES). Being bisected by I-70 for 50 years, these neighborhoods have

Responses to Comments

Please refer to responses provided to Mr. Yuhnke’s comments under Sierra Club, Special Interest
Section of Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on CDOT’s use of the American Planning Association’s Peer Review, please see
GEN4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 709 Last MacFarlane Firstt JD

had to put up with the lack of connectivity, noise and air pollution emissions from
passing traffic. | have often wondered why the I-70 route was not originally

aligned to join |-76 as part of I-70 avoiding the disruption of Denver

neighborhoods. Multiple problems are caused by CDOT's insistence on
reconstructing the eastern part of I-70 instead of realigning it with 1-270 and

I-76. CDOT claims that alternative would at least double the cost of its preferred
alternative. CDOT refuses to detail how they arrived at that conclusion. The CDOT
claim is not credible for that and for the following reasons: 1. Financing: As

stated above, CDOT claims that its preferred alternative would cost less than
moving !-70 to the I-270/1-76 alignment. Unite North Metro Denver thinks the cost
would be considerably less than CDOT's preferred alternative. Unless CDOT
provides the itemized details of its assertion that it will cost more than its

preferred alternative that claim cannot be accepted. CDOT already owns the right
of way on the [-270/1-76 alignment and there is

room for an additional 2 lanes (currently 4 lanes); 2. Environmental justice:

Moving I-70 north enables reconnecting the neighborhoods that were severed by the
I-70 corridor and frees them from the negative impacts of I-70; 3. Truck traffic:
Moving I-70 north removes the noise and pollution caused by vehicular emissions,
particularly from truck traffic, along the current |-70 corridor; 4. Swansea
Elementary: Moving I-70 north removes all the problems that the school now has with
its proximity to I-70; 5. Property impacts: Moving I-70 north would enable a new
boulevard on 46th Avenue east of I-25 and on 48th Avenue west of |-25. Property
values adjacent to the 1-70 corridor would increase due to greater accessibility to
the reunited neighborhoods. 6. Hazardous materials: Moving I-70 north avoids the
problems raised by the CDOT preferred alternative with removal of contaminated soil
in the deep trench proposed and avoids toxic emissions from truck and construction
equipment involved in the trench excavation and removal and disposal of
contaminated soils; 7. Historic: Denver neighborhoods divided by I-70 were historic
neighborhoods. Restoring their cohesiveness by moving [-70 to the [-270/1-76
alignment will be a huge benefit to the residents with the elimination of that

massive barrier after the five decades of being split apart and will restore their
historic status; 8. Noise: Moving I-70 north avoids the noise that would be created
by CDOT's preferred alternative of trenching and covering I-70 past Swansea
Elementary School and the noise that vehicles create on the I-70 corridor;

9. Preliminary Identified preferred alternative: Moving I-70 to the [-270/176
alignment would eliminate this alternative together with its cost and disruption
during construction; 10. Air Quality: Moving I-70 north will immediately improve

the air quality on both sides of the existing I-70 corridor. The sources of

pollution and emissions will be moving along a route that is removed from

the existing corridor and is not in proximity to

adjacent neighborhoods. 11. Visual: In addition to the removal of the 1-70 corridor
from its current location, the vacated land can be made available for tree-lined
boulevards with greenery and a renewal of the area vacated with good architectural
designs is possible. What is now a desolate stretch of concrete, asphalt and steel
can become an enticing entry into Denver from Denver International Airport.

12. Other: The list is virtually endless with possible improvements to the vacated
I-70 corridor through Denver. The project could become a rebirth of the Denver
Dream created by Mayor Speer, with a magnificent boulevard showing off Denver and
its spectacular mountains on the way in from DIA and the west Denver neighborhoods.
Finally, the only practical option for rerouting I-70 traffic during construction

of the extra lanes, trench and cover is to divert all traffic north to the

I-270/1-76 route. It is clear that would require adding two lanes to 1-270 and

possibly to |-76 since existing traffic on [-270 is jammed during both morning and
evening rush hours now. The obvious question is, why not choose the i-270/I-76
alignment as the permanent route for E-70 now?

Responses to Comments

“ The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

CDOT cost estimate for the Reroute Alternative was completed using standard procedures and unit
prices for the anticipated work that would be required and have been reviewed and confirmed by
Denver.

For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process. The
cover for the highway was developed to mitigate the adverse impacts to the Elyria and Swansea
Neighborhood and to restore and enhance neighborhood connectivity, which was disrupted decades
ago by the original I-70 construction in the 1960s. For information on Environmental Justice
considerations, please see EJ1, EJ2, and EJ3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on increased community connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA1,
PA2, and PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on considerations for alternatives that remove I-70 from its existing location, please
see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

E Noise and air quality are adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on rerouting
truck traffic, please see TRANSS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on air quality with the Preferred Alternative, please see AQ6 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

For information on how traffic noise will be minimized after construction, please see IMP3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Responses continue on the following page.
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Source:

Submittal

Responses to Comments

Document Number: 709 Last MacFarlane First JD

Swansea Elementary School was identified as a very important and valuable resource in the Elyria
and Swansea Neighborhood, based on concerns from the parents about relocation. CDOT developed
the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative to keep the school in its current location while minimizing
impacts to it. For information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please
see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on how construction impacts to Swansea Elementary School will be mitigated, please
see IMP4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on relocating Swansea Elementary School, please see PROPS of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

Rerouting I-70 while leaving 46th Avenue at its current location encourages highway users to use
46th Avenue to reach their destinations rather than staying on I-70. Because of this, there will be a
substantial increase in traffic volumes on 46th Avenue, which introduces safety, access, and mobility
issues in the surrounding neighborhoods and also creates a barrier for bicyclists and pedestrians
moving through the community. For information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its
current alignment, please see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses
on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q and PA1, PA2, and PA9 for
information on increased community connectivity with the Preferred Alternative.

B Hazardous material is adequately addresses in the Final EIS, see Section 5.18 Hazardous Materials.
For information on CDOT’s plans for encountering hazardous materials within the project area,
please see IMP6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q and ALT2 and ALT3 for alternatives that remove I-70 from its
existing location.

Please note that properties are historic for a number of reasons and properties in the area were
surveyed as part of the EIS process; see Section 5.6, Historic Preservation, of the Final EIS for more
information. For information on preserving the impacted historic properties, please see IMPS of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q and ALT2 and ALT3 for alternatives that remove I-70 from its existing location.

Noise impacts and mitigations have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information
on how noise will be minimized during and after construction, please see IMP3 and IMP8 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q and ALT2 and ALT3 for alternatives that remove I-70 from its existing location.

Responses to Comments

n The I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q and IMP1 through IMPS for information on proposed mitigations to offset the project’s
impacts

The MSAT and NAAQS air quality analysis performed for the Final EIS shows that overall emissions
will decrease in the future because of improved mobility, reduced congestion, and cleaner vehicle
emission standards. For information on air quality, please see AQ3 and AQG6 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment
Q and ALT2 and ALT3 for alternatives that remove I-70 from its existing location.

“ The inclusion of the highway cover with an urban landscape and a community space helps achieve
some broader community goals of livability, quality schools, and safe streets along with supporting
the existing communities along the corridor. For information on the benefits of the Preferred
Alternative highway cover, please see PA1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q, and ALT2 and ALT3 for alternatives
that remove I-70 from its existing location.

I The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

I-70 will remain open during construction, and detours during construction will be developed and the
public will be notified. For information on traffic during construction, please see TRANS10 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q,
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Source:

Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 620 Last Maclennan First: Bobby

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bobby Maclennan"

Date: Thu, October 30, 2014 11:07 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bobby Maclennan

comment_topic: Financing,Managed Lanes

comments: | do not like the depressed alternative. In this age of tight budgets-why
would CDOT and governor Hickenlooper advocate spending over 1 Billion dollars extra
over the viable reconstruction of the viaduct. There are a number of other congested
areas that could use that money. Also, the tolls don't generate very much money in
comparison to the cost of the project. Let's do gas taxes, or lets do tolls-but stop
with the HPTE nonsense and P3. | think the governor's buddies are getting some
special deals in smoke filled rooms-hundreds of millions being dealt-all in secret.

It's all smoke and mirrors. There's no transparency. Low bid should win. No P3s. No
"beauty contest" design builds. CDOT and Colorado's political leaders are failing in
their mission of transportation. What other type of infrastructure would we allow to
be oversubscribed 6 hours a day? What if the sewers or water systems were under
capacity from 6 AM to 9AM and then 3 PM to 6 PM-would we tell people to!

"change their peak."? Is that acceptable? Why is it acceptable for roads. Lets
spend that extra billion on other clogged roads, and leave the neighborhood as is.
There will be 8 million people living here in 20 years. The roads are already
clogged with 5.5 Million. Get cracking. It's an emergency-stop wasting money on
depressed highways through industrial neighborhoods. You can't make a silk purse
out of a dog food factory.

Responses to Comments

The CDOT Transportation Commission has decided to move forward with a DBFOM method for

the finance and delivery of the I-70 East project from I-25 to Denver International Airport. The
Commission’s decision was based on being the best stewards of public money and trust; however it is
important to note that this is just one step in a lengthy process that will include many more decision
points. It is important that there is a feasible funding plan in place as the environmental study process
is concluded and a final alternative is selected.

CDOT engaged the public and stakeholders to discuss how this project should be delivered. The
Transportation Commission held a public workshop on the findings of the Value for Money analysis,
which compares the risks and affordability of DBOM and DBFOM delivery models, on February

5, 2015. The Commission selected the DBFOM method of delivery because of its ability to transfer
more risk to the private sector in several key areas including the long-term costs of maintaining the
corridor. In this model, the concessionaire is given annual performance payments and must meet
strict operations and maintenance standards. For more information on the funding strategy, please
see FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

A Record of Decision will be the last step in the NEPA process. CDOT will continue to seek public
input through NEPA, final design, and construction. For more information, visit www.coloradohpte.
com and www.codot.gov/projects/i70east

The Revised Viaduct Alternative is still under consideration. For more information, please see ALT4
of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q. However, the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative with Managed Lanes is
identified as the Preferred Alternative. For more information on why it is identified as the Preferred
Alternative, please see Section 3.3 of the Final EIS.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 742 Last Maclennan First. Carol

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Carol Maclennan"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 3:47 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Carol Maclennan

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous
Materials,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property
Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Other

comments: Barring the development of additional information to the contrary, |
opposed the preferred alternative for several reasons: - The air quality impacts on

the neighborhood and the school, in particular, have not been documented to not pose
health impacts (e.g., asthma, respiratory problems, etc.) - Excavation is likely to
impact and expose historically contaminated groundwater which will need to be

managed at an undetermined (high) cost to prevent human and environmental exposure.

- The design is likely to create a flooding hazard should we experience unusually

high rainfall events such as those that occurred in the fall of 2013. It makes no

sense to "bury" the interstate and create conditions that will be ripe for

infrastructure and property damage, let alone public risk. - The Preliminary

Identified Preferred Alternative does nothing to connect Globeville/Swansea/Elyria

to the core city to the south. The neighborhood has been physically isolated from

the potential for favorable development because of its historic isolation. With the recent
Trammell Crow purchase of the Asarco site, plans for redevelopment of the stock
show property, etc., will be less successful if the area remains cut off from easy
access to downtown and the exciting development in RINO, Brighton Blvd, etc. This

is @ major social justice issue as well as a lost opportunity for more enhanced
economic development . - | appreciate City Council's raising the issue of impacts

to the students at Swansea Elementary, and recommending they be removed from the
impacts of noise, air pollution, traffic, etc., during the highway development. But

it is inappropriate to bus children out of their neighborhood for years to protect

them from unnecessary risks. A different alternative would not present health

risks to the children at all.

Responses to Comments

The MSAT and NAAQS air quality analysis performed for the Final EIS shows that overall emissions
will decrease in the future because of improved mobility, reduced congestion, and cleaner vehicle
emission standards. For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on how construction dust impacts to Swansea Elementary School and residents will
be mitigated, please see IMP4 and IMP7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Groundwater and soil sampling have been performed as part of the hazardous materials analysis
for the EIS and the results are available in Section 5.18, Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIS. For
information on CDOT’s plans for encountering hazardous materials within the project area, please see
IMP6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The Final EIS has adequately addressed drainage of the Preferred Alternative; please see IMP2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The purpose of the I-70 East project is to implement a transportation solution that improves safety,
access, and mobility and addresses congestion on I-70. Connectivity and impacts to Swansea
Elementary School are adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on the increased
community connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA1, PA2, and PA9 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on relocating Swansea Elementary School, please see PROPS of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

For information on mitigation to offset the project’s impacts to Swansea Elementary School, please
see IMP4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source: Public hearing transcript | Document Number: 258 Last: Madril First:  Julie

We live on , and I don't think they should tear it down and build a 10-lane
highway—four lanes being toll roads—when they can just fix it, tear it down and fix it and
leave everybody's house, not buy everybody's house. That's what I have to say.

Responses to Comments

There is no alternative that meets the purpose and need of the project that can stay within the existing
template, including the No-Action Alternative. The need for widening and Managed Lanes has been
adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For more information on the No-Action Alternative please see
ALT]I of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on the need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on identification of the Managed Lanes Option as the preferred option, please see
PA7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 346 Last Mahnen First Barbara

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Barbara Mahnen" <

Date: Sun, October 19, 2014 9:09 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Barbara Mahnen

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Visual

comments: Expanding |-70 to ten lanes will create even more air pollution in
neighborhoods that already suffer from low socio-economic status, air pollution that
could contribute to health issues of the people living in those neighborhoods

causing significant impact on their health including a significant financial cost

which those living in these communities can not afford. Frankly, this project will

make poor people more unhealthy and poorer, not what our Denver community needs.
Expanding 1-70 is a billion dollar project that taxpayers can't afford and aren't

willing to fund. Expanding I-70 to ten lanes will further destroy neighborhoods and
makes worse the lives of the people in these neighborhoods from health to economics.
An alternative boulevard approach would in these neighborhoods that have been split
for over 30 years and increase the health and economic well-being of these
neighborhoods. This is the right thing to do with upcoming rail lines winding

through these neighborhoods and for the development and growth of the city of Denver that is
inclusive of all neighborhoods and people. | recommend that CDOT do an SEIS on the
full re-route that includes both I-270 and |-76 prior to proceeding with this

project.

Responses to Comments

The MSAT and NAAQS air quality analysis performed for the Final EIS shows that overall emissions
will decrease in the future because of improved mobility, reduced congestion, and cleaner vehicle
emission standards. For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The need for widening and Environmental Justice considerations have been adequately addressed
in the Final EIS; please see GEN3, EJ1, EJ2, and EJ3 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Taxes will not be raised as a way to pay for this project. For information on the project funding
strategy, please see FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Rerouting I-70 while leaving 46th Avenue at its current location encourages highway users to use
46th Avenue to reach their destinations rather than staying on I-70. Because of this, there will be a
substantial increase in traffic volumes on 46th Avenue, which introduces safety, access, and mobility
issues in the surrounding neighborhoods and also creates a barrier for bicyclists and pedestrians
moving through the community. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see
ALTS3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 480 Last Malone First: Jamie

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Jamie Malone"

Date: Wed, October 29, 2014 8:30 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Jamie Malone

comment_topic: Other

comments: My concern is that although this project has been discussed for years, it
does not seem that CDOT is listening to any concerns of the public. Please re-think
this project or at least make some concessions in regards to public wants. Shrinking
the foot print of this project is a must - 300+ feet wide is TOO MUCH. Please
consider a tiered highway project or looking into and providing a cost estimate for

the 1-76 Re-route proposal. DO NOT shut down access to York Street as this will only
congest Colorado Blvd and Downing Streets even more than now as those will be the
only two thoroughfares. | don't believe CDOT has answered any or all questions put
forth by the general public or organized groups. This is a HORRIBLE project and the
people that it will affect need to be heard. CDOT cannot just make these decisions
leaving us to deal with the consequences. Thank you

Responses to Comments

CDOT has conducted continuous public involvement on the I-70 East project for more than 11 years,
and has modified alternatives based on public input. For information on CDOT’s public involvement,
please see OUT1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

CDOT continues to look for ways to reduce the width of the highway through final design. For
information on the need to widen the highway, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For the Final EIS, York Street has been changed to remain a one-way street, however, access to I-70
will be closed. The Steele Street/Vasquez Boulevard interchange will remain open. For information
on north-south connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA9 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

n CDOT has conducted continuous public involvement on the I-70 East project for more than 11 years,
and has modified alternatives based on public input. For information on CDOT’s public involvement,
please see OUT1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 487 First Neil

Comment noted.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Neil Marciniak"

Date: Wed, October 29, 2014 11:06 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Neil Marciniak

comment_topic: Financing,Managed Lanes,Preliminarily Identified Preferred

Alternative,Property Impacts,Visual, Truck Traffic

comments: | think the preferred alternative is an innovative design that can

reconnect two neighborhoods through the park/cap design and push through traffic

“— below grade which should lessen maintenance required with the current viaduct. It
seems like the right thing to do but those who are afraid of change will be very

vocal against the plan. Great job, can't wait for it to get built.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 403 Last Markwirth First: Oliver

The Preferred Alternative includes a combination of two way and one way frontage roads on either
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to side of I-70 between Brighton Boulevard and Quebec Street.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Oliver"

Date: Sat, October 25, 2014 7:33 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Oliver Markwirth

comment_topic: Managed Lanes

comments: | used to live in Dallas, Texas for twenty years and had watched Texas
Department of Transportation rebuilt many highways and interchanges in Dallas as
well as other cities, namely Fort Worth and Houston. One feature that | loved so
[a H much is 'Texas U-Turn' or 'Texas Turnaround, which is effectively one lane frontage
road built on each side of intersecting street. This feature allows the drivers turn

left twice onto the opposite frontage road without waiting for traffic lights. This

is as to access the business on opposite side of the highway.

January 2016 C-625



I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: [0 Last Marshall First:  Jill

There are no alternatives that have no cost. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative,
please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft

From: "Jill L Marshall" <> :

Subject: Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q

Date: Tue, October 21, 2014 8:44 pm . . . . . . . ..

To: webmastercc@i-?Oeast.comF,)contactus@i-70east.com As discussed in detail in the Final EIS, all of the alternatives evaluated will experience significant
= = reductions in emissions for most health-related pollutants, even with increases in VMT. For

information on air quality with the Preferred Alternative near Swansea Elementary School, please see
AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in
Part 1 of Attachment Q.

name: Jill L Marshall
address:

city: Denver

state: Colorado
zip_code: 80211
phone:

comment_topic: Air Quality,Hazardous Materials,Historic,Property Impacts

comments: Hello, | am opposed to rebuilding 170 through Denver. This is the age of
new urbanism. Denver is a v brant city and needs to progressively rebuild the
Swansea, Elyria and Globeville neighborhoods. A major freeway bisecting the city was
a mistake 50 years ago and now is the time to remedy it. It is a waste of money to
rebuild I70. Money would be much better spent rerouting the traffic to 270 and 176.
“— The historic inner city would be revitalized, property values would sky rocket. 170

is a major polluter. There are many elementary schools near |70 where children are
being gassed with fumes from automobiles every day. Look at cities like San
Francisco and Milwaukee, besides others, where freeways have been removed with quite
positive results for the cities. Denver would be far better off and would move

forward in greatness with 170 being removed, rather than rebuilt.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Public hearing transcript | Document Number: 259 Last: Martinez Fist Marcella

The viaduct must be replaced, and there are no alternatives that have no impacts. For information on
the No-Action Alternative, please see ALT1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

I have almost the same opinion only—only because if it would go underground, my house
would be right on top of the highway, right next to it. And they said that they were going to
“— build a big, old cement wall and you won't be able to see nothing across, you know, or
anything. And I would rather for them to leave it the way it is. Tear it down and fix it. Do
something, you know.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 315 Last Martinez First: Wilma

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Wilma Martinez"

Date: Sat, October 11, 2014 12:54 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Wilma Martinez

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
[ A - Materials,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative, Truck Traffic
comments: Alternative is better period
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Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 050 Last Marvez Fist Sarah

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Sarah Marvez"

Date: Mon, September 15, 2014 7:36 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Sarah Marvez

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Historic, Managed
Lanes,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Other
comments: | am writing to voice my concern with the current |-70 East proposals. |
believe the following issues are substantial and have not been adequately addressed
by any of the proposed plans: 1. Social Justice - | am concerned that widening I-70
through Globeville and the Elyrea and Swansea neighborhoods will further reduce the
quality of life for the residents in this area. The quantity of homes, businesses

and land that will be taken, combined with increased air pollution and continued

lack of connectivity to surrounding areas is a high price to pay, and for the

residents of this area will be disproportionate to the benefit they will see from

the highway expansion. The idea that these neighborhoods will give up more houses,
businesses, historic districts and parks in part to provide toll lanes so wealthier
motorists can bypass traffic is unacceptable. 2. Financing - the cost of the project

is substantial and | have concerns about money being diverted from statewide pr!
ojects to fund the |-70 expansion. 3. Future Expansion - In my neighborhood |-70 is
sandwiched between Berkely Lake and Willis Case Golf Course, two City of Denver
Parks. | do not see how future expansion of the highway (to match the proposed
expansion to the east) in this part of town can be accommodated without taking
public parkland, which would be highly unacceptable to residents in this area. 4. |

do not believe the widening of the interstate highway system supports the long term
vision for our city. | believe an alternative approach should be studied, including
re-routing through traffic on I-70 onto I-76 and 1-270. This alternative would

include the Boulevard approach along 46th avenue and the strengthening of the city
grid in these areas to support increased travel. | also believe study should be

give to alternate modes of transportation, including bus, train, bike and

pedestrian to reduce local demand on the interstate highway system.

Responses to Comments

CDOT recognizes that the project passes through environmental justice neighborhoods and
has provided adequate analysis for Environmental Justice in the Final EIS. For information on
Environmental Justice considerations, please see EJ1, EJ2, and EJ3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

As discussed in detail in the Final EIS, all of the alternatives evaluated will experience significant
reductions in emissions for most health-related pollutants, even with increases in VMT. For
information on air quality with the Preferred Alternative, please see AQ6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Connectivity and the identification of the Managed Lanes Option as the preferred option have
been adequately addressed in the Final EIS; please see PA1, PA2, PA7, and PA9 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

“ CDOT must replace the I-70 viaduct. The viaduct accounts for over 60 percent of the States bridge
deck area that needs to be replaced or repaired. CDOT will retain approximately 50 percent of their
bridge enterprise funding for other bridge projects. The new roadway will not be on a bridge and
would not require the same amount of maintenance in the future as would be required if we replaced
the viaduct. For information on the project funding strategy, please see FUNDS of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

CDOT has no current or future plans to widen I-70 west of the I-25/I-70 interchange in Denver. For
information on congestion along I-70, west of I-25, please see TRANS4 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

B The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Consideration of multi-modal forms of transportation and walkability and bicycle route improvements
have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS; please see TRANS1 and TRANS?2 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.
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Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 625 Last: Masi Fist Sarah

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Sarah Masi"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 4:42 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Sarah Masi

comment_topic: Air Quality,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary

comments: The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) is proposing to double
the width of I-70 through north-central Denver by going from the current six lanes

to ten. This proposal not only has serious consequences for the people of Denver and
Colorado but is particularly detrimental to the people of the neighborhoods near the
freeway: Globville, Elyria and Swansea. Moreover it is unnecessary, is too

expensive. 50 people will lose their homes, an elementary school will lose its
playground and neighborhoods that are finally starting to see some property value
increases will be completely wiped out.

Responses to Comments

Comments received during public outreach efforts were considered by CDOT and reasonable

and feasible mitigation ideas were incorporated in the project as appropriate. In response, the
project team has developed additional mitigation measures beyond those required or normally
provided in Colorado to lessen the adverse impacts in the project study area. For information on the
Environmental Justice communities identified in the comment, please see EJ1, EJ2, and EJ3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The need for 10 lanes and the project funding strategy have been adequately addressed in the Final
EIS: please see GEN3 and FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ CDOT will provide $2 million in funding to develop affordable housing units in the Elyria and

Swansea Neighborhood through available programs. For information on relocation and the
replenishment of housing stock in the impacted neighborhood, please see PROP2, PROP3, and
PROP4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The amenities and design of the cover—such as playgrounds and sports fields— will be based on
community input and needs. For information on the features of the Preferred Alternative highway
cover, please see PA4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Project mitigation includes the reconstruction of Swansea Elementary School’s playground. For
information on mitigation for Swansea Elementary School, please see IMP1 and IMP4 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source:  Submittal Document Number: 699 Last Mauro First: Joseph

Comments received during public outreach efforts were considered by CDOT and reasonable and
feasible mitigation ideas were incorporated in the project as appropriate. In response, the project
team has developed additional mitigation measures beyond those required or normally provided in
Colorado to lessen the adverse impacts in the project study area. For information on Environmental
Justice considerations and displacement of residents, please see EJ1, EJ2, EJ3, and PROP2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

The APA declined to submit their review for comment on the EIS. For information on CDOT’s use
of the American Planning Association’s Peer Review, please see GEN4 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Jgseph Mauro" “ The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
Date:  Fri, October 31, 2014 11:49 am purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Priority: Normal Attachment Q.

name: Joseph Mauro

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous Materials,Property Impacts
comments: Without repeating all of the valid points raised in the October 15, 2014,
American Planning Association (APA) White Paper, | will comment that | share ALL of
these reasonable and significant concerns regarding the Colorado Department of

[ A - Transportation (CDOT) I-70 reconstruction proposal. Despite CDOT assurances that
homeowners in the affected areas will be treated fairly, | continue to have serious
concerns that economic justice will not prevail and less than adequate provisions

will be made for the scores of homeowners who will be displaced. CDOT's refusal to
consider the [-76/270 re-routing alternative is very troubling and suggesting that

this will "cost at least twice as much" without completing a full study is

irresponsible and disingenuous. | am very concerned as a tax payor and as a person
“— living just south of the I-70 project area that CDOT has not done the expected due
diligence needed to assure this project is considering the next 25-50 years of

impact on the neighborhoods, the city of Denver, Adams and Denver counties and the region.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 776 Last May Firstt Bob

CDOT cost estimates were completed using standard procedures and unit prices for the anticipated
work that would be required. These cost estimates were verified by outside agencies. For information
on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bob May"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 9:39 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bob May

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous
Materials,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative
[~ comments: CDOT claims that it studied the |-270/1-76 reroute and determined that the
reroute would cost more than the current cut and cover. Cynthia Thorstad from the
League of Women Voters did a financial comparison of the two routes, using CDOT
numbers with review and input from subject matter experts. Thorstad's report found
that CDOT had double-billed improvements to the 1-270 leg and that the cost-per-mile
“_ for the reroute was considerably higher than corresponding costs for similar
projects. The fact that CDOT already owns the right of way for I-270 apparently was
not used. The ONLY way that this issue can be resolved is to create an SEIS for the
reroute and compare apples to apples, etc. Experts have gone on record that this
additional SEIS could be done in 12 months for a cost of about $1,000,000.00.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 778 Last: May First Bob

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bob May"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 10:00 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bob May

comments: COMMENT 2: CDOT claims that the current I-70 expansion plan has been under
development since 2008. | have been attending "most" of the public meetings on this

matter for the last 18 months, including the City Council meetings, the NDCC

meetings and various "public input" meetings in Swansea. When | raised questions

about the 1-270/I-76 reroute, no CDOT or City or contractor representative was able

to discuss it, understandably so, because of lack of knowledge. However, CDOT and
“— the City representatives both claimed that the reroute was rejected because of cost.

How is it that no one is knowledgeable about the reroute but it was rejected because

of cost? To date, no government representative has made public ANY DETAILED COST
ANALYSIS OF THE REROUTE. If the current CDOT plan is to gain acceptance of the
community, it MUST BE PROVED BETTER THAN THE ALTERNATE ROUTE. Please show us, in a
minimum number of charts that are properly labeled, what factors were used in the
comparison and who made the final decision to disregard the reroute.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 779 Last May First: Bob

The Supplemental Draft EIS was released to get feedback from the public on the various options. The
project has been refined as a result of these comments and there is one Preferred Alternative identified

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to in the Final EIS, the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative with Managed Lanes. For information on the

Preferred Altemative, please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS is now also available for

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com public review.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bob May"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 10:11 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bob May

comment_topic: Other
comments: Comment 3: The current CDOT plan for [-70 has been under development since

2008. Please explain why so many CURRENT design decisions are made in reaction to
new community concerns. Why is there still no SINGLE plan recommended by CDOT? How

“_ are we supposed to make specific comments about the SEIS when so many variables are

still under discussion, e.g., access lanes on one or both sides. One cap or two

caps? Why no cap forced ventilation? What happens in a stop and crawl traffic jam?
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 784 Last: May First Bob

CDOT is not aware of this rumor and this project does not generate revenue for the City and County
of Denver.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bob May"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 10:19 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bob May

comment_topic: Financing,Other
comments: Comment 4: There is a rumor floating around that Denver City/County will
“_ get $250 Million to spend as it pleases. Is there any basis of truth to this rumor?

Is there some number other than $250 Million? If so, what are the facts? Where will
the money come from and how will it be allocated?
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 871 Last May Firstt Bob

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the

Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Attachment Q.

Welcome: co ntactus@ i-70east.com Impacts and benefits to the Elyria Swansea Neighborhood and Swansea Elementary School, including

truck traffic, have been adequately addressed. For information on the benefits of the highway cover,
including air quality and noise at Swansea Elementary School, please see PA1, PA4, IMP4, IMPS,
AQ3, AQS5, AQ7, and TRANSS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bob May"

Date: Wed, October 29, 2014 1:08 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bob May

comment_topic: Air Quality,Noise, Truck Traffic,Other

comments: Hello, | am fully aware of the significance of sending this request to all

the parties listed. This is not a standard form letter. It is my personal statement

asking you to become involved in giving equal consideration to the "Alternative

Plan" that uses 1-270 and |-76 to route through traffic around the North Denver

communities. | am concerned that CDOT appears to be locked in to its current plan

for widening I-70 east of I-25. The numbers | have seen indicate that the children

of Swansea school will be subjected to even higher noise levels and higher pollution

than they are now. | use the Waste Management recycling facility up off Washington,

north of I-70. Getting there, starting from Colorado Avenue, is a nightmare! The big
semi's impede the right lane when they enter [-70. During the noontime period,

“‘ drivers in general seem to speed up to not let you get in front of them because lane

space is so limited. If many (most?) of the trucks were to use the alternative

route, the current I-70 path would be for local access into the city. Also, the

traffic coming from the east and then heading south on I-25 frequently stops

because of all the congestion in that area. | am requesting that CDOT perform a

supplemental EIS for I-70 using the |-76 & 1-270 alternative. | would think that

CDOT would welcome a comparison to the alternative route. If the current plan is

recommended through independent evaluation, that's a feather in the CDOT cap. My

impression is that the construction costs of the alternative route would be less

than the current plan and the construction time for the alternative would be less

as well. Let's have a fair and open discussion and may the best plan win!
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 079 Last: Mays Firstt Doris

CDOT is working with Denver and DPS to develop agreements for shared use on the cover and long-
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to term operations and maintenance of the cover. For information on the maintenance of the Preferred

' Alternative highway cover, please see PA3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Doris Mays"

Date: Fri, September 19, 2014 6:43 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Doris Mays

comment_topic: Other

comments: CDOT has not exibited much reliability in the upkeep of landscaped areas

“_ around the highways. What assurance do we have that the "landscaped cover" over the
highway between Columbine and Clayton streets will not be neglected?
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 018 Last: McCaffrey First: Erin

The MSAT and NAAQS air quality analysis performed for the Final EIS shows that overall emissions
will decrease in the future because of improved mobility, reduced congestion, and cleaner vehicle
emission standards. For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the

Cument Foider: SDEIS Comments Responded to Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com _ , , _

Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process. For
information on alternatives considered, please see ALT2 of the Frequently Received Comments and

Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM I Al altematives require additional width in the viaduct area including No Action. For information
From: "Erin McCaffrey" on the No-Action Alternative and the need to widen the highway, please see ALT1 and GEN3 of the
Date:  Wed, September 3, 2014 9:04 pm Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) Attachment Q.

Priority: Normal

name: Erin McCaffrey

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Noise,Preliminarily Identified
Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary
[ comments: There is a need to study removing the highway from the neighborhood and
rerouting traffic- this is huge! Why has that option not been further explored? This
project will result in increased air pollution and health risks to children, as well
as increased noise pollution. The impacted neighborhoods do not need further damage
from widening the highway.
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Source: V

Comments

Document Number: 251 Last: McCaffrey First: Erin

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Erin McCaffrey"

Date: Thu, October 9, 2014 8:04 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Erin McCaffrey

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Noise,Preliminarily
Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary, Truck Traffic
comments: Why would we want to increase pollution even further in the EPA impact
zone of I-70 from Harlan to Central Park Blvd. when there are 11 schools within

that zone? This project will consume an incredible amount of money. Why aren't more
cost effective alternatives being considered? Why was the full re-route that is

on both I-270 & I-76 not studied as a part of this SEIS? It would be wonderful if

a re-route meant our neighborhoods would be more geographically united and
environmentally better off. That is a win for all homeowners and families in the

"EPA impact zone."

Responses to Comments

The MSAT and NAAQS air quality analysis performed for the Final EIS shows that overall emissions
will decrease in the future because of improved mobility, reduced congestion, and cleaner vehicle
emission standards. For information on air quality and health, please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process. For
information on alternatives considered, please see ALT2 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source:  Submittal Document Number: 160 Last McCain First: Kyle

Current Folder: SDEIS Spreadsheet

The number of free lanes on I-70 remains the same. Between Central Park Boulevard and I-225 the
four general-purpose lanes will remain. Two managed lanes in each direction will be added from

Welcome: contactus@i-?Oeast.com Brighton Boulevard to Tower Road. See Chapter 3, Summary of Project Alternatives of the Final ES
for description and section Chapter 8 , Phase Project Implementation of the Final EIS for phasing.

“ The TREX Project was primarily funded by a bond issuance. The 2009 FASTER legislation
established two enterprises within CDOT with the authority to issue bonds: the High Performance

Re: [-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Transportation Enterprise and the Colorado Bridge Enterprise. Given the size of the bond issuance
From: "Kyle McCain" necessary to fund the I-70 East project, revenues from the Bridge Enterprise are the only funding
Date:  Wed, September 24, 2014 6:27 am source available to support such a bond. CDOT also is limited to the amount of the project that is
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) eligible for Bridge Enterprise funding. For more information on the project funding strategy, please
Priority: Normal see FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,

located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

name: Kyle McCain

comment_topic: Managed Lanes

comments: How far to the managed lanes go to? Sorry, | am having trouble

seeing this. Do they go all the way Tower Road? Right now I-70 is four lane between

Central Park and past Peoria. If there are going to be 3 general purpose lanes

all the to Tower Road, does this mean a current general purpose is lane being

eliminated between Central Park and 2257 It seems CDOT sure is adding a lot of toll

roads recently. There is US 36 between Boulder and Denver, the Twin Tunnels, and now
this. Why can't the |-70 East Project be financed like the T-REX project of 1-25?

Thanks
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Comments

Source: Public hearing transcript | Document Number: 257 Last McGee First: Mary

I guess what I want to say is that if I had my preferences, I would prefer them to not
rebuild the highway, not in the proposed capacity. To me, 10 lanes of traffic through a

populated area is a bit ridiculous. I've lived here my whole life. I'm 58 years old. I was born
in the house I live in. I would prefer to die in the house that I live in. With this coming, I
don't see how that will happen. I was alive when I saw them build I-70 back in the '60s. To
me, I was a kid and it was fun. But now it's just not very good.

The highway itself, the emissions from the traffic from the trucks, from the cars, from
whatever motor vehicles going east and west on the highway is kind of detrimental a little
to my health. I'm on oxygen. There's particulates, small grains of grit, sand, dirt, whatever
you want to call it, in my house all the time. It's all over the cars. Like I said, I've lived here
my whole life, and I put up with it, but I think adding more traffic it is going to just
increase it.

I don't want to lose my home, not because of that. And right now I'm not able to purchase
another home. If they have to rebuild the highway, I would prefer them to rebuild the
elevated portion without the covered nonsense, whatever they want to call it, without that
revision. It needs to be done, but going to that extreme to me is just ridiculous and time-
consuming, costly to the taxpayers, myself included. I just—I don't want it, period. That's
all T have to say.

Responses to Comments

The proposed 10 lane configuration is based on adequate traffic analysis. For information on the
need for 10 lanes, please see GEN3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ The MSAT and NAAQS air quality analysis performed for the Final EIS shows that overall emissions
will decrease in the future because of improved mobility, reduced congestion, and cleaner vehicle
emission standards. For information on mitigating fugitive dust during construction, air quality and
health, please see IMP7 and AQ3 through AQ7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses
on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

To reduce impacts from dust and noise during construction, for homes between 45th and 47th
Avenues, from Brighton Boulevard to Colorado Boulevard, CDOT will provide interior storm
windows and two portable or window-mounted air conditioning units with air filtration and assistance
to pay for the potential additional utility costs during construction. The mitigation costs are included
in the total cost of the project.

CDOT will provide comparable replacement housing that is decent, safe, and sanitary and within
the resident’s financial means, before any residents will be required to move. For information on
the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please see PROP2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source:  Submittal Document Number: 373 Last McGinley First Susan

Forecasting for this project was done using the 2035 DRCOG trip-based “Compass” travel demand
model. The Focus model was adopted by DRCOG in February 2015, well after the completion of the
Supplemental Draft EIS and even after the start of the Final EIS process. For information on traffic
forecasting and modeling, please see TRANSS, TRANS6, and TRANS?7 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Taxes won’t be raised to pay for this project. For information on the project funding strategy, please
see FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

This side
intentionally
left blank.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 306 Last McGinn First:  Jenni

The Preferred Alternative will require the acquisition of property that will result in the relocation of
56 residential units and 18 businesses (including one non-profit organization). For information on
the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please see PROP2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q and Section 5.5, Relocation and Displacement, of the Final EIS for more information.
For information about a specific property, please contact a project staff at contactus@i-70east.com

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "jenni mcginn"
Date: Wed, October 8, 2014 9:03 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: jenni mcginn

comment_topic: Property Impacts
comments: | would like to know the potential impacts to property owners and
“_ boundaries of homes effeced.
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Source:

Comments

Document Number: 552 Last McGuire First Nancy

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-/0east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Nancy McGuire"

Date:  Thu, October 30, 2014 8:38 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Nancy McGuire

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Historic,Noise,Property
Impacts,Other
comments: | would suggest reassessing the plan to widen 1-70 (EIS plan). This plan
would not be approved until 2015 and construction most likely would not begin until
2016. There is much to consider and alternative ideas have been expressed.
Reassessing would only delay action for another year or so. The safety of the
viaduct is not a concern because in 2011 the CDOT spent 24 million on repairs which
provided 10-15 years of life for the structure. So, the following are my
considerations. 1. Most importantly, residents of Elyria, Swansea and Globeville
will be displaced by EIS. Their communities, rich in history and tradition, will
experience a fracture that will be life-changing. Many decades ago, they were
confronted with the building of I-70. Due to I-70's air pollution, asthma and
cardiovascular diseases are 40-50% higher in these areas than in the general Denver
population. Particulate matter (the most harmful) will be increased by this new
project, along with 30% more traffic. The city cannot give the owners the true value for their homes and
businesses that will be destroyed. And real estate experts have predicted that
property values will go down 24% if this project is completed. 2. Some think that
EIS will help relieve traffic congestion on |-70. According to the CDOP the purpose
of this project is not to relieve congestion. The purpose is to provide a reliable
trip for people in the toll lanes. This leads me to think that those who can afford
the toll price will have a more comfortable ride, while others experience the same
old congestion problems. One thing to consider is that the new Light Rail,
traveling from DIA to downtown, will alleviate quite a bit of congestion and the
city can look at alternative modes of travel to deal with this issue. As a city, we
can move ahead to safer environmental solutions, instead of encouraging more car
traffic. 3. The Re-Route to 1-270/76 Plan is one alternative. This plan would
create less displacement, cost less, be beneficial to traffic coming-in from other cities
and states and promote revitalization of businesses and communities along the
route. In 2013, this plan was presented to the communities that would be most
impacted by changes in I-70. However, the full re-route was not presented and
valuable information was not available. It's time to repeat this effort and give
the full picture. Visionary architects who support the re-route plan have given
their perspectives, encouraging development of Elyria, Swansea and Globeville that
will benefit the people: replacing the many dead-end streets that tend to divide
the community, creating a new boulevard that will act as a main street/community
connector and also serve as a bridge to downtown Denver. The potential and
possibilities could be very exciting for Denver----and the surrounding communities.

Responses to Comments

The sufficiency rating of the viaduct was 44 out of a possible 100, which is considered structurally
deficient, functionally obsolete, and in need of replacement, as described in the 2008 Draft EIS.
Following two rehabilitation projects completed on the viaduct in 2011, this rating has increased to
62, which extends the useable lifespan of the structure an additional 10 to 15 years. The sufficiency
rating remains 62 since the last inspection in September 2014.

The concerns about property impacts and displacement of residents, the benefits of the Preferred
Alternative highway cover, and air quality and health have been adequately addressed in the Final
EIS. Please see PROP2, PA1, PA2, and AQ3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses
on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q for more information.

“ The purpose of the I-70 East project is to implement a transportation solution that improves safety,
access, and mobility and addresses congestion on I-70. Connectivity and impacts to Swansea
Elementary School are adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on the project’s
purpose, please see GENI1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

All planned and programmed transportation and transit improvements including the East Corridor
commuter rail line have been considered and accounted for in the traffic modeling of this project.
For information on consideration of multi-modal forms of transportation, please see TRANS] of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The managed lanes included in the preferred alternative provide reliable trip times for all users of the
facility, including transit and HOV. It is anticipated that the managed lane(s) will include HOV users,
but these details will be determined at a later stage of the project. For information on identification
of the Managed Lanes Option as the preferred option, please see PA7 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

C-648

January 2016



I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 537 Last McHugh First: Cathleen M.

Please note the Preferred Alternative will require the acquisition of property that will result in
the relocation of 56 residential units and 18 businesses (including one non-profit organization).
For information on the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents
and businesses, please see PROP2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q and Section 5.5, Relocation and
Displacement, of the Final EIS.

Welcome: conta ctus@|-70east. com Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process. For
information on alternatives to relocate I-70, please see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Cathleen M. McHugh"

Date: Wed, October 29, 2014 7:01 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Cathleen M. McHugh

comment_topic: Property Impacts

comments: CDOT reports that "53 residences and 21 businesses will be acquired by the

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. CDOT will follow all federal and state

regulations that require payment for properties based on fair market value and for

the relocation of residents displaced by the project". We know that this can be very

misleading, since the fair market value of property adjacent to an interstate

highway, which must be sold, is certainly much lower than those amounts which will

be needed to replace the businesses, homes and apartments which are purchased. Also,
where will those citizens who own businesses and residences find affordable areas to

“_ establish new businesses and residences? Relocating businesses will eliminate the

clientele which the businesses have served. Will they survive long enough to develop

a new clientele? Will there be enough potential clients for the relocated businesses

to survive? Will families be disrupted by forcing some family members to move w!

hile relatives remain? Will support systems remain while residents supported move?

Will the relocated residents find new support systems? Because you can't possibly

answer these questions, | would strongly recommend finding another option than

widening |-70. The "loop option" would solve these problems.
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Source:

Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 228 Lastt McHugh First Jeana

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Jeana McHugh"

Date: Fri, October 10, 2014 12:02 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Jeana McHugh

comment_topic: Air Quality,Property Impacts,Visual

comments: | am commenting about the I-70 expansion. |, as well as everyone | have
spoken to about the subject, am completely against this expansion. The research has
not been done as to alternatives and the effects have not been honestly discussed.
First of all, this expansion has the potential to ruin the lives of many people who

don't even have any idea that this is coming. People who buy houses next to the
freeway don't this because it is their ideal location, they do this because they

have no other financially viable option. Looking at the history of expansions such

as these, the families will not receive the full amount for their houses. We are

also not talking about families with plenty in their savings to start over. Buying a

new home costs a lot money beyond the new mortgage and they simply do not have that.

The worst part is that these families have no idea that it is coming, and there has
been no effort to inform them. | attended a town hall meeting in one of the n!
eighborhoods and the attendance was very small. Even if they heard and tried to
inform themselves, unless they are literate in English, which many are not, there
is very little information on the CDOT website. 90% of the "Spanish" webpage is in
English! Is this a joke!!l Another effect that has not been addressed is the
environmental impact. There is plenty of research as to the health concerns of
living near a freeway and with the expansion these will only get worse. There are
alternatives! For example, rerouting I-70 through industrial neighborhoods via I-76
and |1-270. The research done into the viability of this option are limited to none.

It is irresponsible and negligible to move forward with the idea that is cheaper

and easier in the moment. Someone needs to look to the future. What is the plan
after the expanded roads are big enough to hold traffic? Is the plan to just take
out another block? Because | don't think anyone would argue traffic will lessen in
the next 50 years. CDOT needs to be held accountable for their actions! Your job
to to make improvements in the best interests of the citizens of Colorado and in
pushing forward with the expansion of I-70 you are simply not.

Responses to Comments

More than 90 alternatives have been considered during the EIS process, including alternatives that
realign and reroute I-70, an alternative to avoid the environmental justice community of Elyria and
Swansea, and an alternative that used local networks. For details on impacts and mitigation, please
see Chapter 5 of the Final EIS.

“ The Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution provides that private property may not be taken for a
public use without payment of just compensation. The Uniform Act was created to provide for and
ensure that just compensation for government-acquired land is applied “uniformly.” CDOT requires
Uniform Act compliance on any project for which it has oversight responsibility, regardless of the
funding source. For information on the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement
of residents and CDOT’s effort to reach out to them, please see PROP2, OUT1 and OUT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

To encourage public participation and to make the meetings accessible for the general public, all
public meetings have been held at ADA-accessible locations in nearby neighborhoods including, but
not limited to, Elyria and Swansea, Commerce City, Aurora, and Northeast Park Hill. Food, childcare,
and Spanish translation also have been provided at all of CDOT’s public meetings. For information
on Environmental Justice considerations and CDOT’s public involvement, please see EJ1, EJ2, EJ3,
OUT]1 and OUTS3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

NAAQS limits set by EPA, protect human health. The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East
project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the project
based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. For information on air quality and health,
please see AQI and AQ4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

B The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

CDOT agrees that we can no longer build our way out of congestion. In fact, that is a main reason the
Department is proposing to make the new lanes on I-70 East managed or tolled lanes with congestion
pricing. These managed lanes give CDOT the ability to manage congestion over time, providing

the guarantee of a congestion-free ride even as highway volumes increase. Further, managed lanes
can encourage carpooling and transit use and enable more reliable and efficient transit service.
Together, these strategies allow CDOT and FHWA to maintain a 10-lane template decades into the
future, reducing the disruption to environmental and community resources that come with continual
widening of roads. This is particularly important in the case of CDOT’s preferred alternative as the
lowered structure will be constructed with a 75- to 100-year life expectancy. For information on
traffic forecasting, please see TRANSS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

C-650

January 2016




I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 193 Last McHugh First: Thomas

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Attachment Q.

From: "Thomas McHugh"

Date:  Fri, October 3, 2014 7:11 am NAAQS limits set by EPA, protect human health. The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East

;:i:ority' L«z?:aa:stercc@i-meast.com (more) project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the

Options':View Full Header | View Printable Version | Download this as a file | Add to Address project based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollptants. For information on air quality and
Book | View Message details health, please see AQ3 through AQG6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the

name: Thomas McHugh Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Historic,Noise,Property
Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Other
comments: Dear CDOT, As a north Denver resident, a teacher, and soon to be father, |
must vehemently plead that the current CDOT proposal is not approved. EPA studies
directly link traffic related air pollution with increases in respiratory and
cardiovascular diseases. The alternative of re-routing I-70 north through the
industrial, less-inhabited areas of 270 and 76 is the only viable option for CDOT
to do the right thing and stop 1-70 from continuing to harm us. Currently, I-70
runs directly through several neighborhoods, exposing those nearby to contaminated
air. With knowledge of current EPA studies about the health effects of traffic
related air pollution, exacerbating the pollution by widening the freeway is nothing
short of criminal, let alone morally irresponsible. For the safety of myself and

those close to me, | (with the support of my neighbors, family, and friends) will
“— fight this proposal to the end. Denver ranks 5th in the U.S. for man-made
environmental hazards. Stop it! The amount of sellable commercial and residential space created
by turning this section of I-70 into a boulevard instead of extra lanes and extra
on/off ramps should be assessed by a party not affiliated with CDOT. If CDOT says
that this project is a non-starter due to funding, | say try harder. Our
lives depend on it! The boulevard would revive dead spaces of land currently
destroyed by I-70 in the form of dead-ends. The benefits from the revival of
these spaces and neighborhoods is endless. Compare L.A.'s 405 widening to the
Embarcadero and Central Freeway replacements in San Francisco. The 405 in L.A. is
worse than ever, as San Francisco is experiencing a revival of neighborhoods and
decreased congestion and pollution. | intend to contact every elected state and
local official, and | will urge everyone | know to do the same. Please contact me
with any questions. Thank you for your time. Sincerely, Thomas McHugh
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 308 Lastt McHugh Firstt: Thomas

Due to numerous requests, the comment period was extended to October 31, 2014. For information
on CDOT'’s public involvement, please see OUT1 and OUT3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Spreadsheet

The Executive Summary of the Supplemental Draft EIS was translated into Spanish. In addition,
Welcome: contactus @I-?OG ast.com CDOT opened a Project Office in the neighborhood that was staffed with translators if anyone wanted
particular sections translated. Also, the Spanish version of the website is continually being improved.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Thomas McHugh"

Date: Thu, October 9, 2014 2:08 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Thomas McHugh

comment_topic: Air Quality,Other

comments: Oct. 9th, 2014 | vehemently oppose this project. There are 3 weeks left
during the comment period and more than half of CDOT's Spanish version website is in
English, including, but not limited to how the project will be funded and upcoming
public hearings. I've sent more examples to CDOT employees. | also have a letter
“— from Kirk Webb refusing to have the DSEIS translated into Spanish. This is

completely negligent considering the overwhelming number of only Spanish speakers in
Globeville, Swansea, and Elyria. Please extend the comment period or halt this

project on grounds that you haven't informed the community. Considering the impact
on the livelihood and well-being of the community, those are the only moral options.
Thank you.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 312 Last McHugh First: Thomas

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

The Executive Summary of the Supplemental Draft EIS was translated into Spanish. In addition,
CDOT opened a Project Office in the neighborhood staffed with translators if anyone wanted
other sections translated. The Spanish version of the website is continually being improved. For
information on CDOT’s public involvement, please see OUT1 and OUT3 of the Frequently Received

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

From: "Thomas McHugh"

Date: Sat, October 11, 2014 3:23 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: Thomas McHugh

comment_topic: Other

comments: CDOT should not proceed with this project because "all reasonable
opportunities to participate" were not given to the communities of Globeville,

Swansea, and Elyria according to the policy of CDOT. With the amount of Spanish
speakers in those neighborhoods, CDOT should have made every effort to communicate
the details of this project in Spanish. As of today, with less than three weeks

until the comment deadline, more than half of the Spanish version of this projects
website is in English. Here is one of so many examples: Evaluacion y Comentario del
Publico - Se ha Ampliado el Periodo de Comentarios! (Comments must be received by
31 de Octubre del 2014) Extended to 31 de Octubre Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS)
Periodo de Evaluacion y Comentario del Publico Copies of the Supplemental Draft EIS
(SDEIS) are available online, at several viewing locations, including at CDOT

offices, and at the |-70 East Project Office. Public Hearings will be conducted to

present the findings of the study and to obtain input from the community. Your comments are
an important aid in making the best decision for transportation improvements in the
corridor. They will be addressed in the Final EIS and play an important role in

A @ determining the preferred alternative. Please use the Comment Form to submit your
comments or use thePrintable Form and mail them to the address listed below.
Comments can also be submitted by e-mail tocontactus@i-70east.com

or submitted at the Audiencias Publicas. Having only the title and a couple words in Spanish for
so many sections makes it seem that CDOT is attempting to hide such deception. |

have emailed Kirk Webb addressing this issue and have sent him the majority of

these cases of sloppiness or deception, and have not received a response. | have a
letter from Kirk Webb refusing to have the SDEIS fully translated into Spanish and
refusing to extend the deadline. In this letter, he sites the ways that CDOT tried

to half heartedly make the public aware. It is laughable and | will this make

matter known to advocacy groups and attorneys. | emphasize that FHWA and CDOT policy
to "provide citizens with limited English proficiency all reasonable opportunities

to participate" in your projects was NOT followed!!! Please contact me if you need

to see a copy of any letter or examples of deception from the CDOT website. Thank

you.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 313 Lastt McHugh Firstt: Thomas

The Executive Summary of the Supplemental Draft EIS was translated into Spanish. In addition,

Current Folder: SDEIS Spreadsheet CDOT opened a Project Office in the neighborhood staffed with translators if anyone wanted
other sections translated. The Spanish version of the website is continually being improved. For
Welcome: Contactus@i_7oeast_ com information on CDOT’s public involvement, please see OUT1 and OUT3 of the Frequently Received

Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM
(Espanol)

From: "Thomas McHugh"

Date: Sat, October 11, 2014 3:49 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Thomas McHugh

comment_topic: Other
comments: In a letter | have from CDOT's Kirk Webb, he states: Executive Order
(13166) challenges federal agencies to "implement a system by which (limited
English-proficient or "LEP") persons can meaningfully access services consistent
with, and without unduly burdening, the fundamental mission of the agency." To show
that CDOT has complied , he states that, "All advertisements for comment periods,
public hearings, regular public meetings, website materials, etc...are in both
English and Spanish." Below are some examples from the Spanish version of CDOT's
website failing to comply with EO13166. In his letter, Mr. Webb refuses to have the
SDEIS fully translated to Spanish or have the comment period extended. | have
contacted Mr. Webb alerting him to these issues and have not received a response.
This is unacceptable and | have contacted advocacy groups and attorneys if this
project should continue. Supplemental Draft EIS Released 29 de Agosto del 2014
I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS is available for public review and comment! CDOT encourages you to
“‘ comment from 29 de Agosto 31 de Octubre del 2014.CDOT is encouraging the public
to comment on the I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS that evaluates transportation
alternatives to improve safety, access and mobility while addressing congestion in
one of the state's most heavily traveled corridors, 1-70 from [-25 to Tower Road.
The Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) is a report that includes a detailed analysis of
the social, environmental, and economic effects of the project alternatives as
required by the federal government according to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). The 2008 Draft EIS alternatives were modified and a new alternative
option was developed that better met the project's purpose, need, goals, and
objectives and satisfied the public's and agencies' expectations. Due to these
changes and further developments on the project, the Supplemental Draft EIS
identifies environmental impacts not previously identified. The |-70 East Supplemental
Draft EIS is available for public comment starting 29 de Agosto del 2014. The public
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Submittal

Source:

Comments

SiS Last McHugh First Thomas

Document Number:

comment period will end on 31 de Octubre del 2014. back to top (arrow up)volver

arriba EvaluaciA®n y Comentario del PA°blico - Se ha Ampliado el Periodo de
Comentarios! (Comments must be received by 31 de Octubre del 2014) Extended to 31 de
Octubre &€” Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Periodo de EvaluaciA®n y Comentario del
PA°®blicoCopies of the Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) are available online, at

several viewing locations, including at CDOT offices, and at the I-70 East Project

Office. Public Hearings will be conducted to present the findings of the study and

to obtain input from the community. Your comments are an important aid in making the
best decision for transportation improvements in the corridor. They will be

addressed in the Final EIS and play an important role in determining the preferred
alternative. Please use the Comment Form to submit your comments or use thePrintable
Form and mail them to the address listed below. Comments can also be submitted by e-mail
tocontactus@i-70east.com or submitted at the Audiencias Publicas. I-70 East

Project Team Colorado Department of Transportation 2000 South Holly Street Denver,
CO 80222 Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative Visualization & Animation
Visualice la Alternativa de Paso a Desnivel Parcialmente Cubiertod€”explore la
Alternativa de Paso a Desnivel Parcialmente Cubierto en video animado 3d The

Partial Cover Lowered Alternative is the Preliminarily Identified Preferred

Alternative for the |-70 East EIS project. This Alternative adds additional lanes

in each direction of the highway to provide better mobility between 1-25 and Tower
Road, removes the existing viaduct between Brighton Boulevard and Colorado
Boulevard, rebuilds |-70 along this segment below grade on the existing alignment,

and places a cover on the highway between Columbine Street and Clayton Street.
Actualizacion del Proyecto Supplemental Draft EIS Released 29 de Agosto

del 2014 |-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS is available for public

review and comment! CDOT encourages you to

comment from 29 de Agosto 31 de Octubre del 2014.CDOT is encouraging the public

to comment on the I-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS that evaluates transportation
alternatives to improve safety, access and mobility while addressing congestion in

one of the state's most heavily traveled corridors, I-70 from [-25 to Tower Road.

The Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) is a report that includes a detailed analysis of

the social, environmental, and economic effects of the project alternatives as

required by the federal government according to the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA). The 2008 Draft EIS alternatives were modified and a new alternative

option was developed that better met the project's purpose, need, goals, and

objectives and satisfied the public's and agencies' expectations. Due to these

changes and further developments on the project, the Supplemental Draft EIS

identifies environmental impacts not previously identified. The |-70 East Supplemental Draft EIS is
available for public comment starting 29 de Agosto del 2014. The public comment
period will en Evaluacion y Comentario del Publico - Se ha Ampliado el Periodo de
Comentarios! (Comments must be received by 31 de Octubre del 2014) Extended to 31
de Octubre Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Periodo de Evaluacion y Comentario

del PublicoCopies of the Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) are available online, at
several viewing locations, including at CDOT offices, and at the I-70 East Project

Office. Public Hearings will be conducted to present the findings of the study and

to obtain input from the community. Your comments are an important aid in making

the best decision for transportation improvements in the corridor. They will be
addressed in the Final EIS and play an important role in determining the preferred
alternative. Please use the Comment Form to submit your comments or use
thePrintable Form and mail them to the address listed below. Comments can also be
submitted by e-mail tocontactus@i-70east.com or submitted at the Audiencias Publicas.
|-70 East Project Team Colorado Department of Transportation 2000 South Holly Street
Denver, CO 80222 Consultants & Contractors Consultant & Contractor Participation -
meetings and completion of the EIS Process Consultants & contractors are invited to
attend CDOT's Spotlight Event for Major Upcoming Projects |-70 East & C-470 October

Submittal

Source:

The information on
these pages has
been reviewed.
Responses to
specific comments
are included on
the previous page.

Comments

Document Number: 313 Last McHugh First Thomas

22,2014 CDOT Event Flyer - Spotlight Event for Major Upcoming Projects I-70 East &
C-470 October 22, 2014 Come join the conversation and get an inside look at what to
expect as these larger projects begin to gear up. This is an excellent opportunity
to get the latest available project information and to strengthen relationships with
the local business community. Click to view the event flyer A» With the release of
the Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) we are seeing an increase in consultant and
contractor attendance at the I-70 East community meetings. Although t!
he |-70 East Project Team is excited to see this participation, there is a growing
concern that the participation of professionals at the community meetings is
becoming a distraction. The intent of the community meetings is to provide
information and receive focused feedback from stakeholders in the community. Again,
CDOT is excited to see such interest in the project from the consultants and
contractors, but would request that you schedule meetings with either of the
following contacts, so the community meetings can focus on the community. Thank you
for your understanding and interest in the project, please contact: Keith Stefanik
keith.stefanik@state.co.us
Peter Kozinski peter.kozinski@state.co.us
CDOT is committed to increasing the participation and capacity of the local business
community through contract opportunities, educational programs, and workforce and
business development. More details to comel Septiembre 30, 2014 Consultants and
contractors are invited to attend CDOT's Spotlight Event for Major Upcoming Projects |-70 East
and C-470 on October 22, 2014. Come join the conversation and get an inside look at what to
expect as these larger projects begin to gear up. This is an excellent opportunity
to get the latest available project information and to strengthen relationships with
the local business community. See the Consultants & Contractors page. Augusto 29,
2014 The Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) has been released! See the Project Updatefor
more information. Read the SDEIS document online or learn where to obtain a
copy:Reports. The Public Review and Comment Period begins today! Comments must be
received by October 14, 2014. See the Project Update for more information. Public
Hearings are scheduled for September 23, 24, and 25: Meeting Notices Audiencias
PA®blicas El 23, 24 y 25 de Septiembre del 2014 Audiencias Publicas Public hearings
were conducted on September 23, 2014 in Aurora (Sable Elementary School), September
24,2014 in Commerce City (Kearney Middle School), and September 25, 2014 in Den!
ver (Bruce Randolph Middle School). La misma informacion estaba disponible en
todas las reuniones. The hearings provided opportunities for the public to comment
on the Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) for inclusion in the project's official
record. Project Finance Project Finance & Procurement - how will the project be
financed and built? A variety of methods can be used to finance and construct the
planned improvements for |-70 East. These methods include both traditional and
innovative options. CDOT decides on construction and financing methods by
evaluating the following: Project goals Project constraints such as
source of funding, schedule, federal/state/local laws, third party agreements with
railroads, right of way, and others Delivery schedule (construction timing)
Complexity of the project design and construction Level of design (at
the time of the project delivery selection) Cost Project risks
Traditional methods used by CDOT over the last decade to deliver Projects: Design-Bid-Build:
Two different teams are hired for the project based on lowest price bids. The teams
are selected by CDOT from a pool of prequalified consultants and contractors. 1. A
design consultant is hired to design the project and produce construction plans. 2.
Following design, the plans are advertised and constructors bid their best price to
build the Project. 3. The low bid contractor builds the project according to the
plans. This method is reliable and everyone understands what is expected. However it
is very lengthy, restrictive on innovation and costly in design and oversight.
Alternative methods used by CDOT over the last decade include: Design-Build:
One contractor team (designer and contractor) is hired, under one contract, to
design and build the project concurrently based on a preliminary design or concept.
Construction Manager/General Contractor (CM/GC): Similar to Design Bid Build
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Comments

Document Number: 313 Lastt McHugh Firstt: Thomas

but the designer and contractor are hired separately. 1. A design consultant is hi!

red to design the project. 2. Construction contractor is hired at the same time to
provide constructability input to the design consultant and develops a "guaranteed
maximum price" to build the project. 3. If CDOT agrees with the maximum price &4€*
the contractor builds the Project These methods provide the opportunity for a

larger project for a fixed amount of money, innovative design partnerships between
the contractor and CDOT, and allows for potential schedule improvements. Overall
delivery is quickest with these methods. This CM/GC provides the opportunity for

the contractor to influence the design and match their skills and resources to the
Project. Overall delivery time is in-between Design-Bid-Build and Design-Build.
Innovative Finance and Construction Methods: The Colorado High Performance
Transportation Enterprise (HPTE) was formed to pursue innovative ways to finance,
construct or operate and maintain transportation projects. Innovative financing is
needed to offset the limited transportation funding available. The HPTE operates

as a government owned business within the Colorado Department of Transportation.
One innovative construction delivery method is a Public Private Partnership, "P3".

In a public private partnership, a private partner finances the transportation

project and agrees to design and construct the Project sometimes the private

partner will even operate, and maintain the highway. The State retains full

ownership of the highway. In return, the private partner receives the revenues from
annual performance payments or toll lanes. The private partner is selected through
an open and competitive process. In addition to providing additional sources of
funding for transportation, these partnerships can also provide the opportunity for

a larger project for a fixed amount of money and schedule improvements. The Colorado
Transportation Commission has asked the High Performance Transportation Enterprise
(HPTE) to explore financial options for the |-70 East project. For more information

on the HPTE, visit www.ColoradoHPTE.com. Comment Form |-70 East Supplemental Draft
EIS Released for Public Comment The Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) has been
released and is now available for public comment and review until 31 de Octubre del
2014. The Supplemental Draft EIS is available online: Reports Comments must be
received by 31 de Octubre del 2014. Your comments are an important aid in making
the best decision for transportation improvements in the corridor. They will be
addressed in the Final EIS and play an important role in determining the preferred
alternative. Please use the comment form to the right to submit your comments or
use the printable form and mail them to the address listed below: SDEIS Public
Comment Form - click for Printable FormClick to download: Printable Comment Form

The information on
these pages has
been reviewed.

Responses to
specific comments
are included on
the previous page.

Responses to Comments
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Document Number: 329 Last McHugh First: Thomas

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Thomas McHugh"

Date:  Wed, October 15, 2014 2:43 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Thomas McHugh

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Swansea Elementary

comments: The proposed SDEIS is not a project worth pursuing, because it does not
take into account the health of the many communities near I-70. It is criminal,
immoral, and | am taking legal action should CDOT decide to proceed. To dig the
trench, CDOT proposes to dig deep into the heavily contaminated Asarco Superfund
Clean-Up Site, which, as everyone is aware, contains at least cadmium, lead,

arsenic, and zinc. How does CDOT plan to contain wind from blowing contaminated dust
to surrounding communities? How does CDOT plan to prevent flooding after digging a
trench below the level of the Platte River? How will winter ice be dealt with in

your new death trap? NIH and EPA studies directly relate exposure to traffic related
air pollution to cardiovascular disease, respiratory disease, lung disease, asthma,
autism in newborns, lower life expectancy, diabetes, etc... Garden Place Elementary
and Swansea Elementary are in the most contaminated areas because of CDOT's
corruption in the 1960's. | can't imagine anyone at CDOT lives near the proposed death plan.
Why is that? Your efforts to exclude the Spanish speakers in north Denver is a

clear violation of Executive Order 13166, which makes this a federal issue. The
Health Impact Assessment shows that this project will be in violation of the Clean

Air Act. | am working against this project with the support of civil rights groups,

health centers, environmental groups, elected officials, professors, several

attorneys, and all of north Denver. | advocate a study assessing a reroute of 170
through 1270 and 176, which are industrial areas. CDOT would not have to purchase
any land, or destroy any houses or businesses to expand 1270 and 176. Multiple
studies show that 40% of the traffic (mostly semi's) would follow the re-route, 40%
would follow what would a tree-lined boulevard where |-70 currently is, and the
remaining 20% would be able to travel a more suitable route for them, due to
increased accessibility to downtown Denver. We believe this alternative would cost a
fraction of the $1.8 billion expected for the current proposed plan. | would like to
further discuss the reroute alternative. | look forward to hearing from you. Thank

you for your time.

Responses to Comments

NAAQS limits set by EPA, protect human health. The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East
project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the project
based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. For information on health, please see
AQI and AQ4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The Final EIS has adequately addressed the plans for encountering hazardous materials within the
project area and mitigating fugitive dust during construction; please see IMP6 and IMP7 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ The project design will accommodate drainage, snow removal, and emergency vehicle access. CDOT
will develop emergency management plans for this facility as it does for every state highway. CDOT
cannot control the extreme weather events or prevent every accident; however, the facility will be
designed with consideration of extreme weather conditions and emergency vehicle access in the
recessed portion. In addition, the highway is designed to the federal and state highway safety design
standards to lower the risks of accidents. For information on drainage of the Preferred Alternative,
please see IMP2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

NAAQS limits set by EPA, protect human health. The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East
project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the
project based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. For information on air quality and
health , please see AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Spanish translators have been available throughout the process at every public meeting and at the
project office during the public review period. The materials on the English website get translated
to Spanish on a regular basis and then are included in the Spanish website. CDOT continues to
improve the Spanish website. The information gathered during the outreach process has helped the
project team refine the project alternatives. Please refer to Chapter 10, Community Outreach, of
the Final EIS, and OUT1 and OUTS3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q for details about the project’s outreach
efforts to the public and stakeholders.

“ Based on public comments, much of the concern for health relates to the air quality surrounding the
highways. A health study (health impact assessment or health risk assessment) is not required by
NEPA or the Clean Air Act and therefore it has not been performed for this project. For information
on air quality and health, please see AQ1 and AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 338 Lastt McHugh Firstt: Thomas

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

NIH Studies

From: "Thomas McHugh"

Date:  Thu, October 16, 2014 8:03 am
To: contactus@i-70east.com
Priority: Normal

Good morning,

The current SDEIS is not acceptable. Below are National Institute of Health
studies directly connecting exposure to traffic related air pollution to
various deadly diseases. These studies were not available when |-70 was
railroaded through north Denver communities, including my own, in the
1960's. THEY ARE NOW!!I

With this information, it is your responsibility to do further research on
an 1-270/I-76 reroute that would take the pollutants diesel trucks out of
residential neighborhoods. CDOT's dismissal explanation in SDEIS (Vol |,
“_ Ch. 3.5 & Vol Il, Ch. 4.1) is insufficient and incorrect. Further studies

have been conducted on traffic distribution by Peter Park and CU-D Graduate
School of Urban Planning and Design, which puts in question the SDEIS
forecast of traffic. CDOT's grossly overestimates the cost for the reroute
by double-billing I-270 construction costs and incorrect calculations.

CDOT misrepresents the number of households to be destroyed at 53 by not
counting duplexes, triplexes, or long term dwelling units. Businesses that

will be destroyed were unaware until | spoke with them in the past week.
With a reroute, CDOT would not have to destroy any houses, businesses, or
lives (including my own) by expanding I-76 and 1-270. That is exactly what

is happening now.

Please read at least the summaries of these NIH studies.

Autism - NIH Study

Conclusions: Exposure to traffic-related air pollution, nitrogen dioxide,
PM2.5, and PM10 during pregnancy and during the first year of life was
associated with autism.

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23404082

Cardiovascular Mortality - NIH Study

Conclusions: Traffic-related air pollution at relatively low concentrations

in Ontario was associated with increased mortality from cardiovascular
disease. http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/23222554

Responses to Comments

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

M The information in Section 5.5 of the Final EIS has been updated, the number of relocations represent
individual households, not structures; thus, a duplex is counted as two households.

Section 5.20, Human Health Conditions, of the Final EIS contains an expanded discussion of
environmental health issues in Elyria, including the Health Impact Assessment conducted by DEH.
For information on health, please see AQ1 and AQ4 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q. Section 5.20, health
Conditions of the Final EIS also has an expanded discussion on health.
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Cardiopulmonary Mortality - NIH Study

Conclusions: Cardiopulmonary mortality was associated with living near a
major road and, less consistently, with the estimated ambient background
concentration. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12401246

ADHD (Hyperactivity) - NIH Study

Conclusions: Elemental carbon associated with traffic (ECAT) exposure
during infancy was associated with higher Hyperactivity scores in children.
http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/1205555/

Adverse Birth Outcomes - NIH Study

Conclusions: Our findings in a population-based study add to an expanding
literature that links several traffic-derived air pollutants (e.g., NO,

NO2, CO) to adverse birth outcomes, particularly increased risk of SGA
birth weight. In addition, we observed consistent associations between
PM2.5 exposure and risk of preterm birth. These pages
http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2367679/?too were included as

Lung Cancer - NIH Study an attachment

to the comment

Conclusions: We found evidence for an association of exposure to black and have been
smoke and traffic with lung cancer incidence in people who had never reviewed.
smoked. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18633326

Respiratory Function - NIH Study

Conclusions: Exposure to moderate levels of locally emitted air pollution
from traffic early in life appears to influence the development of airway
disease and sensitization in preschool children.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18379426

Asthma - NIH Study

Conclusions: The results are consistent with the hypothesis that long term
exposure to traffic related outdoor air pollutants such as NOx, CO, and O3

increases the risk of asthma in children.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15923246

| look forward to hearing from you. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Thomas McHugh
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Document Number: 556 Last McHugh First: Thomas

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Comment Deadline

From: "Tom McHugh"

Date:  Thu, October 30, 2014 4:39 am

To: "contactus@i-70east.com" <contactus@i-70east.com>
Priority: Normal

Is the comment period ending at 11:59pm on October 31st or at 12am on October 31st?

There is not clarity where the deadline is concerned, which is confusing many
people. If the deadline does not currently include the 24 hours on October 31st, |
believe it should be extended one day.

This lack of clarity, along with so much misinformation, given to the community by
CDOT and uninformed city officials involved in the project is cause for the
immediate halt of this project. CDOT has declined an invitations to community

Responses to Comments

The comment period ended was extended through 11:59 pm on October 31.

B When meetings are conducted by city officials or other organizations, CDOT representatives are

not always invited, nor are they always able to attend when invited. However, CDOT conducted a
thorough outreach process to all stakeholders and affected communities. Please refer to Chapter 10,
Community Outreach, of the Final EIS for details about the project’s outreach efforts to the public
and stakeholders. The information gathered during the outreach process has helped the project team
refine the project alternatives.

The Final EIS addresses many of the concerns raised in the APA Peer Review. For additional

information on CDOT’s use of the APA Peer Review, please see GEN4 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

B The Final EIS is compliant with Title VI and all environmental justice rules and guidance. For

information on Environmental Justice considerations, please see EJ1, EJ2, and EJ3 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

A full list of proposed mitigation for the Preferred Alternative is included in Chapter 9 of the Final
EIS. For information on air quality and health and the benefits of the highway cover, please see PA1,
PA2, AQ3 through AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

n— meetings and debates in an effort to avoid being asked questions from the public. In

the community meetings, hosted by city officials, questions and concerns were not . o o )

addressed because CDOT was not present. The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Attachment Q.

My own recorded interaction with Amy Ford (CDOT, along with every dealing with CDOT,
leads me to believe that the public is to be blatantly lied to in order to push the
expansion through.

The assessment produced by the American Planning Association (APA) reports a
frightening lack of planning and research done by CDOT.

The ExecutiveSummary states that there will be no disproportionately high adverse
effects on the community after mitigation efforts. As of today, there seems to have
been almost no progress made in mitigation discussions.

Given the severe negative impacts (health, safety, air pollution, further damage to
n_ the community, etc.) this proposed expansion is certain to inflict, it is your duty
as human beings to oppose this expansion. CDOT's proposal is strongly opposed by
health experts, environmental experts, civil engineers, traffic engineers, urban
planners, architects, real estate experts, religious communities, and so many more
who breathe the traffic caused polluted air.

It is not too late to complete an honest study (no double-billing or miscalculations
ﬂ— this time) of the 1270/176 reroute. Put politics aside and do what's right for the
people.

Thank you.

Thomas McHugh
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 380 Last: McHugh First:

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

[-70 widening proposal

From: "Tim McHugh"

Date:  Tue, October 21, 2014 9:55 pm
To: contactus@]I-70east.com
Priority: Normal

| have reviewed the |-70 East Project Snapshot released by two CDOT
representatives at the presentation entitled "I-70. Thinking Outside the
Freeway" at the Brown Palace Hotel today, and read much of the I-70 East
Supplemental Draft EIS released August 29, 2014. One thing I've learned as
a physician for 40 years is that if one says something in an authoritative
fashion, others tend to believe it, especially if the one saying it has the

most power. That does not make it true.

| attended the presentation today at the Brown Palace Hotel, sponsored by
the City Club of Denver.l was quite impressed by the knowledge,
professionalism and insight of both speakers, Dean Foreman and Dennis
Royers, both of whom expressed significant concerns about the expansion of
I-70. | don't believe these concerns have been adequately answered in the
SDEIS or "Project Snapshot".

It makes sense to me that adding four "managed" (toll) lanes will not
adequately alleviate traffic volumes in the six general purpose lanes. It

has been reported that those whose incomes are less than $75,000 annually
do not use the toll lanes. Continuing with six general purpose lanes does

not handle the increased traffic which does not use the toll lanes. There

are no details explaining how the four extra toll lanes will integrate into

the 1-25/70 "mousetrap”.

Is it true that models usually (70%) overestimate the true amount of
traffic which occurs, as Mr. Royers stated?

CDOT reports that the cost of widening I-70 will be $1.8 billion. | believe
$850 million will be taken from the Bridge Enterprise Fund. | believe this
fund accumulates $100 million per year. So that means there would be no
funding for bridge repairs for 8.5 years. Does this mean there will be no
bridge repairs for 8.5 years, or will taxes be increased to replace this
money?

CDOT reports that "53 residences and 21 businesses will be acquired by the
Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. CDOT will follow all federal and state
regulations that require payment for properties based on fair market value
and for the relocation of residents displaced by the project”. This is the

state using eminent domain to move businesses away from their clientele and
residents away from their relatives and friends. Let's estimate that four

Responses to Comments

As described in Chapter 8, tolled express lanes will provide drivers the choice of new, optional lanes.
Tolls can change in price depending on the time of day, such as during peak morning or evening
traffic, to make sure the lane provides a more reliable trip alternative for travelers at all times.

Tolled express lanes work to move more people, rather than move more cars. Managed lanes reduce
congestion in the transportation network, providing a benefit to all drivers. The managed lanes will
provide reduced travel times for users at all income levels, providing a reliable trip through the
corridor when drivers consider it worth the toll. See Attachment A of the Final EIS for information on
how the lanes flow through the mousetrap area.

“ No, the travel demand model is frequently updated and calibrated to new traffic counts and estimates
of region wide VMT. For information on traffic forecasting for this project, please see TRANSS and
TRANSG of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

CDOT must replace the I-70 viaduct. CDOT will retain approximately 50 percent of their bridge
enterprise funding for other bridge projects. The new roadway will not be on a bridge and would not
require the same amount of maintenance in the future as would be required if we replaced the viaduct.
Taxes will not be increased to pay for this project.

“ Please note the Preferred Alternative will require the acquisition of property that will result in the
relocation of 56 residential units and 18 businesses (including one non-profit organization). For
information on the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please see
PROP?2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Source:

Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 380 Last: McHugh

people live in each residence and each business employs four people. That
would mean forcibly moving 256 people away from their support systems. This
will be especially difficult for low-income residents who may have

difficulty speaking English. Where will they find housing and business
locations as affordable as they currently have?

The "loop option", using 1-270/76, could be renovated without destroying

53 residences and 21 businesses, and could be done while |-70 remains fully
operational, eliminating the five year construction delays, detours and

traffic jams. The I-270/76 loop option currently has an existing right of

way wide enough for a 10 lane highway. It needs no additional construction,
such as a tunnel or park space since there is little neighborhood housing

and no schools to be disturbed by traffic noise or air pollution. The "loop
option" renovation would be significantly less costly than $1.8 billion.

| have read the article by Laurie Dunklee in the North Denver Tribune,
published on October 1, 2014. This documents numerous points refuting the
information in the SDEIS released by CDOT.

Therefore, | would strongly oppose proceeding with the |-70 widening
proposal.

Timothy McHugh, M.D.

Responses to Comments

E The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source: Phone message Document Number: 827 Last: McHugh First Timothy

Timothy McHugh

I’'m calling to express my extreme concern about the proposed widening of I-70 between Pena and I-25.
I have read the I-70 East Environmental Impact Statement Supplemental Draft. | have attended the
Denver City Club meeting at the Brown Palace and have listened to different opinions about this. I'm
extremely concerned about the proposal to acquire 23 businesses and 51 homes or 56 homes, whatever
the number will be, to allow expansion of this. | know | have heard that it is only 21 businesses and 53 or
56 homes, however many it is. But if one considers the number of people involved in taking the
businesses and home, even providing what is supposed to be adequate compensation, one must
consider the disruption in the lives of these people. If they have businesses, where will they relocate
their businesses since their clientele attend those businesses. Where will they find places to relocate
these businesses that they can afford compared to what they are paying now? Please consider the
people that you are moving. Some may involve disruption of families. Certainly it’ll be disruption of
neighborhoods. Where will these people find housing that is affordable as what they are now living in? |
think this is, from a social standpoint, extremely disruptive to the lives of these people. | think one could
consider different options and | have read the options that have been proposed by CDOT. | think that
those options could be considered, especially the loop option to use I-76 and 270, since the need to
widen these roads would not involve moving nearly the number of businesses and probably hardly any
homes and | don’t think this would disrupt traffic at all for those people who want to use 1-25 coming
south. | certainly would be willing to drive an extra 2 miles and not disrupt the homes and businesses
that you are proposing. | would also say that the managed lanes or toll lanes you are proposing will not
be used as much as you think. Studies have shown that people who make less than $75,000 a year
simply don’t use those lanes and | would believe that most people would simply put up with a little extra
time, rather than pay the monies that are proposed to have to be paid to use these tolls lanes. | would
strongly oppose widening I-70 and would strongly recommend using an option, such as the loop option.
Thank you very much for listening.

Responses to Comments

The Preferred Alternative will require the acquisition of property that will result in the relocation of
56 residential units and 18 businesses (including one non-profit organization). For information on
the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please see PROP2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

M The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Managed lanes reduce congestion in the transportation network, providing a benefit to all drivers. The
managed lanes will provide reduced travel times for users at all income levels, providing a reliable
trip through the corridor when drivers consider it worth the toll
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 103 Last: Mclntosh Firstt: Pam

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Pam Mclntosh"

Date: Tue, September 23, 2014 12:00 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Pam Mclntosh

comment_topic: Financing
 comments: Start collecting tolls NOW!! .25 per mile, $3.00 for the total length. We
all know it needs to be done. Let's start paying for it now, bank the money, it
can't be spent on anything else. Keep the tolls low, unlike E-470. (I've never
A @ driven on E-470, and | refuse to because the tolls are extremely high.) Hopefully,
if we put money away for the project in advance, the federal government will match
the funds and we'll have a good head start on paying for whatever the final design
is.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source:  Submittal Document Number: 054 Last McKinney lan

Tolled express lanes will provide drivers the choice of new, optional lanes. Tolls can change in price
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to depending on the time of day, such as during peak moming or evening traffic, to make sure the lane
provides a more reliable trip alternative for travelers at all times. Tolled express lanes work to move

. more people, rather than move more cars. Tolled express lanes reduce congestion in the transportation
Welcome: contactu S@ I-70east.com network, providing a benefit to all drivers. The managed lanes will provide reduced travel times for
users at all income levels, providing a reliable trip through the corridor when drivers consider it worth
the toll. For information on the Managed Lanes Option which in this case includes tolled express
lanes, please see PA7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental

Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
From: "lan McKinney"

Date: Mon, September 15, 2014 2:30 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: lan McKinney

comment_topic: Financing
comments: Toll roads mean our public servants have failed. I've paid my taxes. These
funds should be going to road improvement, or set aside for projects that might
likely require more funds than be gathered in one year - like this 170 renovation.
To even consider a toll road is like saying citizens deserve to get double taxed. |
“_ liken toll roads to football and baseball stadiums in major cities. Citizens are

forced to pay for public football stadiums, where the revenue goes to private
individuals. Our public servants have failed w budget after budget. We, rightful tax
paying citizens, will end up paying more for a mismanaged, poorly budgeted, poorly
planned project - and the public servants who failed end up being rewarded for their
failure.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 753 Last McMann First: Nick

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From:

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 5:03 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Nick McMann

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Historic, Managed Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other
comments: It is very discouraging that CDOT continues to shove a proposal down our
throats that only they support. In a time of unparalleled prosperity in metro

Denver, this proposal threatens to halt the growth of many north Denver
neighborhoods. The 170 expansion singles out north Denver as the clear loser in
CDOQTs desire to turn more space into interstate. The increased pollution caused by
the expansion is a threat to all those living near the interstate. And now you want

to place park on top of the interstate??? You want our children to play on top of a

pile of exhaust, tire fragments, and other hazardous materials??? Do you have any
idea how asinine that sounds? | know CDOT has paid someone to tell us how it is
safe, but does anyone really believe this? As a former south Denver resident | have
seen CDOT blow tons of money on the Santa Fe/I25 ramp. What has that project solved?
Why should | have confidence in CDOT to come up with a logical proposal for 1707
This isn't even taking into account that it is highly doubtful that any project involving CDOT
comes in at budget. With all the money at stake, this isn't just a risk for north

Denver, this is a risk for all of colorado. Lastly, | would like to hear why CDOT

is hell bent on ignoring the public's cry for a feasibility study on a reroute of

170. The reroute would go through areas without neighborhoods and would not
negatively impact anyone. The expansion has real life consequences to all those
living near this monstrosity. Please stop lending a deaf ear to the reroute.

Responses to Comments

The increased travel demand is responding to planned development in the region, including the
National Western Center, Stapleton, and Aerotropolis. The modeled air quality values for the I-70
East project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the
project based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. For information on air quality with
the Preferred Alternative, please see AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ The cover will directly contribute to improved air quality, resulting in PM10 concentrations that
are lower at Swansea Elementary School and the surrounding area than they would be in the future
without the cover (No-Action Alternative). For information on air quality near the highway cover,
please see AQS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

All alternatives have cost associated with them including No-Action. The I-70 viaduct needs to be
replaced because of its deteriorating structural conditions. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative for
the I-70 East project cannot be a true “No-Action Alternative™ due to safety issues. For information
on funding the project and public-private partnerships, please see FUND2 and FUNDS of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ The reroute through I-270 and I-76 has been studied and eliminated because it did not meet the
purpose and need for the project. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see
ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 411 Last: McNulty First: Bernie

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bernie McNulty"

Date: Sun, October 26, 2014 1:47 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bernie McNulty

comment_topic: Other

comments: just for the record, cdot has always been available for questions for
anyone that had them...but if you have meetings independent of the structured EIS
n' process wherein individuals are lecturing rather than discussing...then their
questions aren't going to get answered
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Source: Submittal

Comments
Document Number: 412 Last: McNulty First Bernie

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Bernie McNulty"

Date: Sun, October 26, 2014 1:29 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Bernie McNulty

comment_topic: Other

comments: The PCLA offers a balance between an efficient route for travelers and a
design that reduces impact (where it can) for the surrounding
neighborhoods...ultimately the highway is a necessary utility so the discussion
should involve how the highway is designed and not whether it should exist or not.
I'd love to see from my front porch a wall of murals where | use to see an ugly,
dangerous loud viaduct. Also a planted forest on the cap that provides habitat,

food, and instruction. Thanks!

Comment noted.

Responses to Comments

January 2016

C-669


















I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 677 Last Meier First Rev. Marcia

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed to help restore neighborhood cohesiveness
and reduce the barrier between the north and south: please see PA1, PA2 and PA9 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Q

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Rev. Marcia Meier"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 9:50 am

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Rev. Marcia Meier

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Historic,Swansea Elementary,Other
[ comments: My other is loving your neigbor. | was sent to Horace Mann in 1976, why do
we continue to ignore the opportunity to love our neighbors in that area? We believe
this proposal will seriously fracture the cohesiveness of these neighborhoods.
Elyria-Swansea and Globeville have yet to recover from the damage of when I- 70 was
first constructed fifty years ago. Numerous homes and local businesses were removed,
and this access-limiting highway separated close-knit families and neighborhoods.
“_ The communities became detached from the rest of city and had to live with the
negative effects of an elevated viaduct, including dirt, air pollution, noise, and
shadows. This proposal of widening [-70 to more than 300 feet in width will remove
the families living on 7 of 14 core blocks in Elyria displacing at least fifty
families and will create further barriers between families and neighbors living
north and south of the proposed expanded highway.

January 2016 C-675



I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 752 Last: Meis Fist: Sarah

The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that
there is no exceedance or impact from the project based on EPA’s health-based standards for these
pollutants. For more information on how air quality will be affected by this project, please see AQ6 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com of Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Although reports suggest new trends in driving and urban development, that will not eliminate
regional population growth or increased needs for transportation infrastructure to accommodate it.
For information on future trends in traffic, please see TRANS11, TRANSS, and TRANS6 of the

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

From: "Sarah Meis" Attachment Q.

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 4:59 pm

To:  webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) I CDOT recognizes that the project passes through environmental justice neighborhoods, and so
Priority: Normal provided an unprecedented level of public involvement tailored to meet the needs of these low-

income and minority people to find ways to improve the project, and lessen the impact of the
project. For information on impacts to the Environmental Justice communities, please see EJ1 of the

name: Sarah Meis Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

o ) ) ) ) ) Attachment Q. For information on Environmental Justice mitigation measures, please see EJ3 of the
comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Materials,Historic,Managed Lanes,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Attachment Q

Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Visual, Truck Traffic,Other
comments: Air Quality: More driving create bad air quality. Americans, including

“— Coloradoans are driving less. There is no good reason to expand lanes to increase Taxes would not be raised to pay for this project. For information on the project funding strategy.
capacity for cars that don't exist. Why is this necessary? Environmental Justice: please see FUND1, FUND2 and FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
[~ The people directly affected who suffered before and are suffering now will suffer the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
n_ again from displacement and in the future because these changes will simply increase
traffic in the area. These are the poorest of the poor. They live near highways, M Hazardous material is adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on CDOTs plans
factories, and refineries. Hlow is th'at Just? Financing: CDOT is E)Iaylng takin for encountering hazardous materials within the project area and mitigating fugitive dust during
loose with the numbers. They don't have the money. They won't have the money. They . .
will borrow it, selling off tolls in a P3 arrangement to a company that could construction, please see IMP6 ancli IMP?7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
n‘ eventually fail, leaving tax payers holding the bag. Tell the truth about the real Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

costs. How is this honest or fair? Hazardous Materials: This area is already

further degrade an historically significant place, including the buildings that

showcase these neighborhood simply for the purpose of progress? Managed Lanes: The
managed lanes are Lexus Lanes. The creation of these amenities simply exacerbates
the tiering of services for those who can afford to pay. Politicians who lack the guts to

polluted. It sits in a river basin. Dredging and carrying away contaminates will E FHWA and CDOT are working closely with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and
further infect the people and wildlife, further degrading the health and welfare of the consulting parties to minimize potential effects and institute appropriate mitigation for historical
n_ residents closest to the affected areas. And, increase traffic along the route properties. For information on preserving the impacted historic properties, please see IMP5 of the
increases the potential for future accidents including injuries, deaths, and damage Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
to cargo both hazardous and non-hazardous. Why should this area, among the most Attachment Q
contaminated in and around Denver, suffer for decades and generations? Historic: '
Historic neighborhoods in and around Denver exhibit structures and features that
comport with our illustrious history. Many of these magnificent places represent Managed lanes reduce congestion in the transportation network, providing a benefit to all drivers. The
ﬂ‘ the dearest and noble traits. Yet, the historic districts affected by the I-70 managed lanes will provide reduced travel times for users at all income levels, providing a reliable
expansion fail to prosper to the same economic degree. Why is CDOT so willing to trip through the corridor when drivers consider it worth the toll.
-
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 752 Last: Meis First Sarah

tax appropriately balance the burden on others to pay fees. This amounts to a tax
subsidy for the rich. When will CDOT tell the truth about toll lanes? Noise: More

lanes mean more noise. | know. | live 1 block south of I-70. The drone of vehicles

lulls me to sleep every night. And, it will just be a matter of time before CDOT

expands |-70 to the west. In the interim, this expansion will create traffic jams as

10 lanes merge to 6 lanes. This is insane. It will create more maddening noise,

choking pollution and chronic sickness that will reduce the lives and livelihoods of
people who live in close proximity to the I-70. How many people will this expansion

Kill in the future? Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative: The best

alternative is a re-route of I-70 onto I-270 and I-76. Yet, we are told that CDOT
eliminated this option. That CDOT has to expand these interstates in order to

perform the I-70 expansion shows the redundancy of such efforts? How much time and
money will CDOT waste performing the same work twice? The data is old. The conclusions
are wrong. Get it right. Property Impacts : Yet again, property will be taken, families
displaced and businesses destroyed. Denver is in the midst of fantastic

re-urbanization that creates more value than and |I-70 expansion could ever

contribute. Why can't Colorado, including the Denver Metro Area understand that
interstate highways don't create urban value? Swansea Elementary: Yet again, school
children will pay the heaviest price, as they have for decades. When it comes to
spending money on programs to assist childhood heath, why do American ignore
preventative care? Is it because there is no money to be made in preventing disease
before it begins? It is insane to let children play anywhere near an interstate

highway, and it is ludicrous to assume that playing on top of one is better than

adjacent to one. Visual: I-70 in my neighborhood, Berkeley is an eyesore. Yet, West
46th Avenue, a fantastic boulevard is beautifully tree-lined. We walk our dogs on that street
every day. Denver deserves better than Brutalist concrete ugliness. Truck Traffic:
Truck traffic along I-70 is appropriately moved to 1-270 and |-76 because these

areas are already line with heavy and light industrial buildings and warehouses.

Moving truck traffic there provides a perfect fit for large vehicles and the

businesses that depend upon them for deliveries. The extra mileage traveled for
long-haulers is miniscule. Other: The peer review and white paper produced by the
American Planning Association reveals the countless mistakes that CDOT, the DRCOG
and the City and County of Denver have made thus far in opaquely ramrodding this
project through the process. This project is replete with errors in research,
methodology, data, judgment, organization, communication, and coordination. We
deserve better. Get it right. The price for getting it wrong will haunt the Denver
Metropolitan Area for decades. When | emailed the APA white paper to James Howard
Kunstler (esteemed author and regular commentator on urban ism) he replied, a Complete
waste of public money, spending billions for gold-plated infrastructure for Happy Motoring
in its twilight years. | couldn't have said it better myself. Waste of money.

Waste of time. What is this so difficult for CDOT planners to grasp? Is it because

road building for automobile transport is the bad habit CDOT cannot shake? For the
sake of the planet, please stop. Sarah Meis

Responses to Comments

The Preferred Alternative creates the fewest noise impacts of any build alternative. For information
on how traffic noise will be minimized after construction, please see IMP3 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

Concerns about congestion along I-70, west of I-25 have been adequately addressed; please see
TRANSA4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Comment noted.

The cover will directly contribute to improved air quality, resulting in PM10 concentrations that
are lower at Swansea Elementary School and the surrounding area than they would be in the future
without the cover (No-Action Alternative). For information on air quality in the project area, please
see AQ3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

I8 The Preferred Alternative will reduce the visual impact of I-70.

Truck traffic is adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on restricting truck traffic
along I-70, please see TRANSS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ The Final EIS provides new information and context relevant to the report, addressing many of the
questions it raises, in areas such as travel demand modeling or managed lanes. For information on
CDOT’s use of the American Planning Association’s Peer Review, please see GEN4 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.
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Comments

Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 775 Last Melcher

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 East EIS - SDEIS COMMENTS

From: "Albert Melcher"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 8:59 pm

To: contactus@i-70east.com

Priority:  High

Read requested [Send read receipt now]
receipt:

Attached are my comments on the I-70 SDEIS. | also hand-delivered a printed copy to
the CDOT office 2000 South Holly at about 11:45AM today October 31 2014.

Bert Melcher

Albert G. Melcher MS Captain Civil Engineer Corps USNR Retired

"The ultimate test of a moral society is the kind of world it leaves to its
children.” - - Dietrich Bonhoffer, Protestant theologian hanged by Nazis in 1945.

First: Albert Source: Submittal

The information
in the cover
letter is noted.

Responses to
specific comments
are included on the

following pages.

Document Number: 775 Last Melcher First: Albert

Albert G. Melcher Captain Civil Engineer Corps USNR Retired

13801 East Yale Avenue, Apt. 326, Aurora, Colorado 80014
Ph 720-748-2405 T Email a.melcher@comcast.net

13801 East Yale Avenue #326
Aurora CO 80014
October 30, 2014

I-70 East EIS Team

Colorado Department of Transportation
2000 S. Holly Street, Denver,

CO 80222

Dear Sirs and Madams:
Re: 1-70 East Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Following are my formal comments on the subject I-70 East Supplemental Draft

Environmental Impacts Statement. | submit these comments as an individual, not on

behalf of any organization. | submit them based on my personal experiences as:

(1) A Commissioner, Colorado Highway Department Commission, 1967-1969

(2) A member of the 1-70 East Citizen Advisory Commission, approximately 2002-2005

(3) A member of the Denver Metropolitan Area Transportation Study Citizen Advisory
Committee, 1966-1967 and Chairman 1967

(4) Participation in formai CDOT EIS Citizen Advisory Committees and informal
involvement with various EIS projects, including the Northwest Carridor, 1-70
Mountain Corridor and as a member of that EIS “Collaborative Effort” conflict
resolution panel, 1-25 Colorado Springs, RTD Denver Union Station Citizen
Advisory Committee, RTD West Line, Department of the Interior EIS projects

(5) Professional training in urban planning, environmental and ecological planning,
environmental law, American Planning Association, and other involvements.

My comments are on Chapter 5, Section 5.2 “Social and Economic Conditions,”
Chapter 8 “Cumutative Impacts,” and “General” matters of the SDEIS documents.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

Albert G, Melcher, MS Civil Engineering
13801 East Yale Avenue #326

Aurora CO 80014
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I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 470 Last Memic Firstt Armen

Air quality and pollution have been adequately evaluated for the various alternatives. The modeled
air quality values for the I-70 East project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no
exceedance or impact from the project based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. For
information on air quality in the project area, please see AQ3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

“ Changes in driving patterns have been adequately considered in the Final EIS. For information

Welcome: conta CtUS@i-?OG ast.com regarding consideration of changes in the driving patterns, please see TRANSI11 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Q.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Armen Memic"

Date: Tue, October 28, 2014 8:49 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Armen Memic

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Financing,Hazardous
Materials,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property
Impacts,Swansea Elementary, Truck Traffic
comments: My name is Armen Memic. | love Denver and | believe this project goes
against everything the citizens of this city stand for. We don't need an expansion
“_ of i-70. The interstate is way to close to the city as it is. The pollution that it

already produces goes against our values. | can't imagine the smog an expansion
would create. This project would not fix anything but increase the problems we are
trying to solve. Today more and more people are moving back into the city. | believe
I we should focus on better local public transportation instead of expanding an
interstate that will eventually become less and less used. Why expand it? Why not
n_ make |-70 into a BLVD? | just don't understand why we are using studies and models

from 50 years ago to do this project. The world has changed. | am in my 20's and
people my age don't use the interstate. We are selling our cars. Staying local.
Buying local. We care about the future of this city. Thank you, Armen
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 483 Last Menter Firstt David

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Shift [-70 east to use the 1-270 corridor

From: "David Menter"

Date: Wed, October 29, 2014 8:51 am

To: "contactus@i-70east.com" <contactus@i-70east.com>
Priority: Normal

Hello,
CDOT's I-70 east corridor highway should be redirected away from the Globeville and

Elyria/Swansea neighborhoods of northeast Denver. Rather, it should utilize the
I-270 alignment. The current |-70 alignment should be converted to surface arterial
“— streets to help restore and improve this important neighborhood. City neighborhoods
in general should be restored and should primarily exist to serve people, with

lively city streets, and focus on pedestrians. City neighborhoods should not be

given over to moving huge volumes of cars.

Sincerely,
David Menter
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Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 777 Last Messenheimer Fistt Micah

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Micah Messenheimer"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 10:03 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Micah Messenheimer

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Historic,Preliminarily Identified
Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Other

comments: Two historic Denver neighborhoods that have already been impacted by the
initial construction of I-70 serve to be further degraded if the proposed plan to
widen and recess |-70 continues. Air quality in Globeville, Elyria, and Swansea is
ready among the lowest in the city of Denver and residents suffer correspondingly
high rates of asthma. Even more disturbing is the location of Swansea Elementery
immediately adjacent to the proposed path of the freeway which will sit less than
100 feet to the south. The partial cover smacks of greenwashing by providing
amenities for only a small section of what will be a miles-long gash with few
options for crossing on foot or transit, leaving the residents most affected by the
construction of the highway with fewer north-south mobility options than at present.
Do we really need to benefit out of state through traffic at the expense of Colorado
residents? Denver is also actively growing and attracting young residents looking
for an urban city that is walkable and transit-oriented. It seems ludicrous that CDOT
would look not to the future growth and population of the state but to outdated
trends in freeway expansion. Tripling the current width of I-70 would permanently
disconnect the surrounding neighborhoods from the city, particularly those north

of the freeway, and would do nothing to solve the increased congestion that would
result from only the portion east of I-25 being widened. For these reasons, | call

for CDOT to conduct an SEIS on the full re-route that includes both 1-270 and

I-76. Utilizing the existing freeway right of way that sits fully outside of the

urban fabric of the city would be a win for both North Denver residents and the
through traffic utilizing I-70 that would not encounter a reduction in lane

numbers west of |-25.

Responses to Comments

CDOT and FHWA recognize the significance of the historic resources within the project area. For
information on preserving the impacted historic properties, please see IMPS5 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment
Q.

“ NAAQS limits set by EPA protect human health. The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East
project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the project
based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. For more information please see AQS of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.

The cover will directly contribute to improved air quality, resulting in PM10 concentrations that

are lower at Swansea Elementary School and the surrounding area than they would be in the future
without the cover (No-Action Alternative). For information on relocating Swansea Elementary
School, please see PROPS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The partial cover is not the only location for crossing, but is intended to provide an area that provides
public space as well. For additional information on the project’s improvement of walkability and
bicycle routes and on north-south connectivity, please see TRANS2 and PA9 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment
Q.

n Changes in driving patterns have been adequately considered in the Final EIS. For information
regarding consideration of changes in the driving patterns, please see TRANS11 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment
Q.

Connectivity is adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on the need to widen the
highway, impacts west of I-25, and community connectivity, please see GEN3, TRANS4, PA1, PA2,
and PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 564 Last Metcalf First Jessica

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Jessica Metcalf"

Date: Thu, October 30, 2014 1:07 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Jessica Metcalf

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Historic,Noise,Preliminarily
Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts

comments: Widening |-70 is a bad idea for many reasons. At my end of north Denver
(near Federal and 1-70), the areas east of Federal are really up and coming, and we
even see major improvements in the economy and real estate on Federal itself.
However, we are limited in expanding improvement of this beautiful historic urban
area because of I-70, and an expansion of |-70 will only exacerbate this issue. What
we want to see if better transportation options that compliment the urban lifestyle

of the area, including pedestrian-friendly areas, bike lanes, trains, and buses. We
want it to feel safe for our children to ride their bikes and play in the park. We

don't want increased noise and car pollution just several blocks away.

Responses to Comments

Comment noted.

“ These concerns are adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on consideration of
multi-modal forms of transportation, please see TRANSI of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on walkability and bicycle routes improvement, please see TRANS?2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments

Source: Public hearing transcript | Document Number: K100 Last: Miller First: Jeff

I'm a third-generation native Denverite. This won't take long. I understand we are

discussing a preliminary preferred alternative, and I'm sure there are many people here
who have whatever feelings they have about it. People working for CDOT, of course,
probably have their views. I'm just wondering if I can get a show of hands. There are
probably going to be three alternatives here. You're either going to say I don't understand it
completely and I don't know what I want—if that's your feeling, raise your hand for a
moment. Okay.

There's going to be a number of people who feel that this is a good thing to do. A couple of
people have spoken of that. Those people who would like it to be done, could you raise your
hands?

And then there are those who probably don't want it done for various reasons. Could you
raise your hands?

I think that CDOT should listen to what a majority of people want, not just political, and
talking, and what they want. Listen to the people too. Thank you.

Responses to Comments

C-690

January 2016



I-70 East Final EIS Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 041 Last:  Miller First Karen

Changes in driving patterns and multi-modal forms of transportation are adequately considered in the
Final EIS. For information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please
see ALT2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

. For information regarding multi-modal forms of transportation and consideration of changes in
Welcome: conta ctus@|-70east. com driving patterns and various modes of transportation have been factored into the process, please see
TRANSI and TRANSI11 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental
Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Karen"

Date:  Thu, September 11, 2014 1:35 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Karen

comment_topic: Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative

comments: When first hearing the idea of rerouting 170 | thought it a brilliant

idea. | still do. It is as if the City of Denver and the State of Colorado talk out

of both sides of their mouth on transit. Sell your car and take the public

“— transportation efforts such as short term car use (car2go), bike sharing (b-cycle),
added RTD routes such as on Colfax (rather than a trolley)are contrary to needing
more lanes on 170. If there is extra money laying around lets use it on our
citizens, not some dinosaur idea like expanded highways for cars.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 051 Last: Miller First: Rick

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Rick Miller"

Date: Mon, September 15, 2014 8:04 am
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Rick Miller

comment_topic: Air Quality,Noise,Property Impacts,Visual

comments: Please consider routing this on I-76, where there would be much less
“— impacts to residential neighborhoods; air quality, noise, and transforming a
residential area into a highway.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 719 Last: Milton First Keith

Comment noted.

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Keith Milton"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 1:45 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Keith Milton

comment_topic: Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts
comments: | am not in favor of routing traffic off of I-70 to I-76 and [-270. Seems
a bit ridiculous to take a current highway that runs east and west and route it to
the north, only to bring it back south. All the highways are already full enough so

| seriously doubt you can add the volume from I-70 to the the alternate re-route
option. Furthermore, | for one like being near and having quick access to the
highway. It makes it very easy fore me to get to DIA, I-25 or heading west to the
“‘ mountains. | have heard that I-70 will expand if we don't have a reroute option but
that seems unlikely because the traffic isn't too bad today because so many vehicles
on I-70 going west exit at I-25. Another argument | have heard for a reroute is so
it can revitalize the north Denver neighborhoods. Hello! Has anyone taken a drive
through Berkeley, Sunny Side or the Rhino district lately. Looks like they are
already being revitalized so that argument is hollow.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source:  Submittal Document Number: 546 Last. Mitchell First Marcy

Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process. For
information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please see ALT2 of the

Welcome: contactus @i-70 east.com f:;;]:lﬁgltgtlgceived Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Concerns about safety, walkability and bicycle route improvements have been adequately addressed
in the Final EIS; please see TRANS?2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

From: "Marcy Mitchell"

Date:  Thu, October 30, 2014 5:12 am “ CDOT has conducted continuous public involvement on the I-70 East project for more than 11 years,
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) including door-to-door outreach and public and neighborhood meetings in the most directly impacted
Priority: Normal neighborhoods. For information on impacts to the Environmental Justice communities, please see EJ1

of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part
1 of Attachment Q.

name: Marcy Mitchell

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous

Materials,Noise,Preliminarily Identified Preferred Alternative,Property

Impacts,Swansea Elementary, Truck Traffic,Other

comments: | am a teacher at Bruce Randolph School which has been identified by the

EPA as being in the pollution zone of I-70. | feel very strongly that expanding i-70

is a short sighted and very bad idea. If there is, in fact, a viable alternative,

which | believe there is, then why not explore that more before once again tearing

“— apart the existing neighborhood? Every day on my drive to school, | see students

crossing dangerous intersections in front of huge semi-trucks. They cross over on

and off ramps, under the interstate and across very busy streets without crosswalks

just to get to and from school every day. | don't know how they would even get to

school during the construction. Additionally, the homes and businesses that would be

[ lost due to the expansion and the further disruption and division of the

neighborhood seems like taking advantage of a voiceless population (again). | just

“_ can't let my opinion go unheard on this topic and | hope that the city and CDOT will
have the patience and presence to really explore all the benefits and effects of

this process, mostly the human and community impact, before moving forward. Thank

you.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 609 Lastt Montoya First: Antonia

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Antonia Montoya"

Date:  Thu, October 30, 2014 9:07 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Antonia Montoya

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous

Materials,Historic, Managed Lanes,Preliminarily Identified Preferred

Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary, Truck Traffic,Other

comments: Antonia Montoya 4515 Logan St. Denver, CO 80216 | have been a resident of
Globeville for 25 years in which | raised 3 children and have been very involved in

many of the concerns and issues that need to be addressed. These concerns and issues
will have a negative impact to these communities for many years to come. In my

opinion, any widening of a highway will create adverse effects that will create

adverse impacts on the poor, minority, disadvantaged people of GES and this is

ethically unacceptable | believe the DSEIS is deficient because it gives

insufficient weight to environmental justice concerns. | am writing these comments
because | do not feel that CDOT will have residents and communities' best interest

in mind when they were developing the plan to expand i-70 to 10 lanes. | would

compare this fight to David and Goliath; what chance do residents have if they

dont speak up! It will continue to destroy and devastate this neighborhood as it

makes its way through our communities. | want CDOT to look at all of the other alternatives to
lessen the negative effects it will have on our communities. The DSEIS is

deficient in that is has not considered and evaluated several possible mitigation

factors that would have meaningful effect. The 2 most important are the option 1

the re-routing of | -70 over to 1-270 to I-76 to I-25. By rerouting, big truck

traffic it would reduce traffic by 40%. It would reduce the need for so many lanes.

Option 2 is moving Swansea Elementary to a location either permanently or for

duration of this highway project. If nothing is done | fear for the health and well

being of those innocent children who are just trying to get an education, as this

process moves forward. | want CDOT to follow the guidelines when it comes to
Environmental Justice and make our communities better than it was before they

started. | am concerned that residents do not know enough about this process to

give opinions and comments on the DSEIS which would positively benefit the community. | want CDOT

Responses to Comments

Comments received during public outreach efforts were considered by CDOT and were incorporated
in the decision making process as appropriate. These changes include, but are not limited to,
refinements to the mitigation commitments, updating the air quality analysis, keeping the Steele
Street/Vasquez Boulevard interchange open, and coordinating with Denver on drainage solutions.
For information on Environmental Justice, please see EJ1 through EJ3 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

All alternatives require additional width in the viaduct area including No Action. For information
alternatives considered, please see ALT2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

BN The 1-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q. For information on restricting truck traffic along I-70, please see TRANSS of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The decision to keep Swansea Elementary School at its current location was made during outreach
opportunities conducted to review alternative sites for the school, and surveys of parents at the school
during the PACT process. For information on relocating Swansea Elementary School, please see
PROPS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Environmental Justice concerns have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS; please see EJ3 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.
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Supplemental Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 609 Last: Montoya First: Antonia

to remember that this community has suffered ever since |-70 was built through
these neighborhoods and has been suffering its negative side effects ever since.
| am concerned that the health and well-being of the residents who are being

exposed to the cumulative negative effects that they are ingesting each and every

day by living in these long suffering neighborhoods. | feel just because we live in

a lower income community we should not allow CDOT to continue to move forward with
its current plan without properly addressing mitigation. There are other possible
actions that might reduce the potential bad impact on GES residents. | want CDOT to
remember these neighborhoods have a long, deep and rich history and it should be
respected. (1) The highway construction may destabilize the foundations of
century-old homes that are near the construction site. The condition of foundations

of all homes within two blocks of the freeway should be examined and evaluated both
before and after the construction, with any adverse effects to be remedied at CDOT's
expense. | am concerned that CDOT will not pay home owners and businesses a fair
price for their property or even to help them find residents affordable housing

that allows them to remain in this neighborhood and not to be relocated to another
neighborhood. | think that those homeowners renters and business should have

more support through this process so they dont get screwed by CDOT. As it is

homes along highways have lower market value because we live along the highway.

(2) There are many homes and businesses within 500 feet of the highway that should

be equip with improved windows, doors, and HVAC systems. For homes and buildings
within two blocks of the highway, these improvements should be provided by CDOT. It
might also be that residents cannot afford to maintain these new systems so there
should grants in place to help offset expenses. CDOT should be offering loans to
these property owners who cannot adequately mitigate the air pollution/dust

/noise impacts of the construction and increased degradation of air quality in GES.

| would also like there to be air quality monitors place at the schools to be sure

that our children are safe. It should be monitor before during and after this

project. It would important to alert EPA when air quality in out of compliance

before, during and after construction. As this project moves forward, we need to be
aware that there are going to see a lot more health concerns especially asthma as
well other health problems. The DSEIS is deficient in not having fully measured and
evaluated the PM2.5 conditions in the project area. The cumulative effects of air
pollution from the highway have been demonstrated to cause markedly worse health
outcomes for the residents of GSE. CDOT airily dismisses these cumulative effects
with references to &€oeimproved mobility. But the people who live in GSE and get
asthma or heart disease partly as a result of environmental damage caused by the
freeway are not the same people who will benefit from the improvements in highway
function. For some reason it doesn't seem to bother CDOT to build this highway
right up against an elementary school, these poor kids have no chance to protect
themselves and no one seems to care enough to make a difference. It seems that CDOT
is trying to by off residents with the idea that by receiving new windows, doors

and ventilation system etc. as part of the project. Could you compare doors,

windows or HVAC to the health, safety and well being of those innocent children
just trying to get an education? | would not feel comfortable with my children

attending this school. Would you? As | understand it, the playground will have no
defense from the dust and air pollution as the construction project moves forward.

Our children are exposed to who knows what as they play on the playground each and
every day. CDOT should place a greenhouse, or bubble like the Broncos have over the
playground to protect them as they play at least for the duration of the construction,
and possibly permanently. As for the quality of life for the residents, | think

that CDOT has no clue what residents need to improve their community. This plan as
it is will devastate these communities and | am offended that CDOT is trying to buy

off residents with the promises of a park with amenities. Who in their right mind

would believe that a park, built over an underground highway is an improvement to
this community. | am scared for these communities and would not take my

Responses to Comments

“ NAAQS limits set by EPA, protect human health. The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East
project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the project
based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. Therefore, there are no projected impacts
from the project related to pollutants covered by the NAAQS. For information on human health,
please see AQ4 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

CDOT is concerned about damage that may result from the construction of I-70 East, not only to the
historic buildings, but to all buildings and roadways. The suggestion to examine foundations prior to
construction is a good idea that CDOT will consider as the project moves forward. For information on
the Preferred Alternative’s property impacts and displacement of residents, please see PROP2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

For information on project mitigation measures for the homes between 45th and 47th Avenues, from
Brighton to Colorado Boulevard, please see IMP1 and AQ7 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

PM2.5 and NO2 were not modeled for roadside concentrations in the Final EIS because they are not
pollutants of concern in the Denver area or the project area at the present time, or for the foreseeable
future. The Denver area has never violated the NAAQS for PM2.5 and is not in imminent danger of
doing so based on current monitoring data and predicted trends. For information on transportation-
related pollutants, including PM2.5, please see AQ2 and AQ4 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Comments received during public outreach efforts were considered by CDOT and reasonable and
feasible mitigation ideas were incorporated in the project as appropriate. In response, the project
team has developed additional mitigation measures beyond those required or normally provided
in Colorado to lessen the adverse impacts in the project study area. For information on mitigating
fugitive dust during construction, please see IMP7 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The alignment on existing I-70 is a result of an extensive alternatives evaluation and consultation
effort, including input from Swansea Elementary School. For information on how impacts at Swansea
Elementary School will be mitigated, please see IMP1 and IMP4 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process. For
information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its current alignment, please see ALT2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Responses continue on the following page.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source:  Submittal Document Number: 609 Lastt Montoya First: Antonia

These concerns have been adequately addressed in the Final EIS. The potential to encounter
hazardous material is discussed in section 5.18.5 of the Final EIS. For information on CDOT’s plans

for encountering hazardous materials and mitigating fugitive dust during construction, please see
grandchildren to play there ever. | would like there to serious conversation when IMP6 and IMP7 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
it comes to improving this community as there are several amenities that will EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q

improve our neighborhood such as a grocery or retail store, a regional recreation ’ ’
center, a new library and health/ mental center | am also concerned with the fact ) ) . . ) .
that CDOT is still trying convincing the public that the cap and cover was For information on air quality near the highway cover, please see AQS5 of the Frequently Received
the communities Preferred Alternative. No residents that I've spoken to are Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
excited about having the any contaminated soil, hazardous material being dug up and disturbed. No
one seems to be discussing anything about how these hazardous materials are going

to be handled before, during and after this project. As a resident | think that For information on the features of the Preferred Alternative highway cover, please see PA4 of the

CDOT should have given out more information as to they know how these hazardous Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
materials are going to be treated and removed as it will be dangerous contaminated Attachment Q.
materials more through our community for the duration of the project. | know that |
n_ never heard any public conversation about contaminated soil removal at CDOT [-70
meetings or any where else for that matter. The concept of the lid or cover

over 800 linear feet of the preferred alternative is offered as mitigation for the

bad proximity effect of I-70 East on Swansea and Elyria. But beyond simple
construction of the concrete platform, CDOT promises nothing. The development of
landscaping, public amenity, etc. is left for unknown because there is no present

or solid assurance that any of this will actually occur. This CAP and cover

should not be taken seriously as a meaningful mitigation. You should not be allowed to
push this as a positive outcome because you are continuing to expose residents to

the out coming exhaust pumped out for the underground highway. The fumes need to go
somewhere, where do they go? Who will pay for it? Who will maintain it? This cap and
cover will no anything positive for this community it will only increase the

exposure to residents even more. Why would CDOT or anyone want to bring children to
this park and possibly increase exposure to who knows what!
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source: Submittal Document Number: 763 Last Montoya First: \eronica

CDOT has conducted continuous public involvement on the I-70 East project for more than 11 years,
including door-to-door outreach and public and neighborhood meetings in the most directly impacted
neighborhoods. For information on CDOT’s public involvement, please see OUT1 of the Frequently
Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Q.
Wel . tact i-70 t The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
eicome: contac US@I- €ast.com purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Veronica Montoya"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 6:57 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Veronica Montoya

comment_topic: Air Quality,Environmental Justice,Hazardous Materials,Preliminarily
Identified Preferred Alternative,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary
comments: Please consider rerouting 170 through the mode Industrial part of
Denver/Adams County. | am very upset that the typical M.O. for our beaurocrats and
politicians is to make major decisions that negatively affect their constituents
without publicly and predominantly announcing such big plans to give the general
public an opportunity to be involved. Deals are made behind closed doors that affect
peoples lives. Not only will more people lose their homes, and the Swansea/Elyria
“_ neighborhood further harmed by toxic fumes and poisonous particles in soils, not to
mention further divide this neighborhood. From what I've seen of the proposed
reroute, it makes so much more sense than putting the tunnel underground and
widening lanes. Please reconsider your plans and take into consideration other, less
intrusive, alternatives. Also, going further, perhaps you should involve the public.
Thank you!
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Source: Submittal

Comments
Document Number: 467 Last: Montroy Firstt: Hannah

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Hannah Montroy"

Date: Tue, October 28, 2014 8:07 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Hannah Montroy

comment_topic: Air Quality,Property Impacts,Visual

comments: Widening 170 is a poor solution to a problem that has many less impacitful
solutions. We need to leave these already highly impacted neighborhoods alone. There
are options that are less impactful to the surrounding communities. We need to be
spending our money on transportation that is future looking and if we as a community
feel it is absolutely necessary to have more road options we should be looking at

176 expansion with less community impact.

Responses to Comments

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the
project’s purpose and need. For information on alternatives that remove I-70 East from its current
alignment, please see ALT2 and ALT3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 589 Last Morehead First Tracey

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Tracey morehead"

Date:  Wed, October 29, 2014 8:05 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Tracey morehead

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing,Hazardous Materials

comments: As a resident of northwest Denver | am very much concerned with this
proposed project. | am concerned about the increased air and noise pollution that
would be added to the area. Also, having learned about the Asarco Superfund Clean-up
Site that would be disturbed with the digging of the trench, I'm wondering what
would be released in the area and where this contaminated dirt would be moved to. |
feel CDOT should do an SEIS on the full re-route that includes both I-270 and I-76.

| feel this study is critical in order to understand the full impact of this project

and possible alternatives. In addition to the health and pollution issues there is

the amazing cost of this project. These costs seem to be an unnecessary burden to
the tax payer when there are less costly alternatives such as the re-routing of I-70
that would conversely benefit the tax payer. Thank you for considering ALL options.

Responses to Comments

Adequate air quality and noise analysis is completed in the Final EIS. For information on air quality
with the Preferred Alternative, please see AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses
on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

For information on how traffic noise will be minimized after construction, please see IMP3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ Remediation activities have occurred at the Vasquez/I-70 Superfund site (Asarco). For information on
CDOT’s plans for encountering hazardous materials within the project area, please see IMP6 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source: Public hearing transcript | Document Number: 155 Last Moreno First:  Dominic

Good evening. First of all, welcome to Kearney Middle School. I'm a proud Kearney Bobcat.

Born and raised in Commerce City my entire life. So welcome to my old stomping grounds
and middle school. I am the State Representative for Commerce City and southern Adams
County, so basically all of the southern unincorporated neighborhoods of Adams County,
and represent the areas that are being talked about in terms of a Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

I come tonight to advocate my support for the partially lower covered option on the current
alignment that is currently being expounded upon or proposed by CDOT. I say that for a
couple of reasons. One, I've not heard from anyone in my community that actually has
advocated or wants to see the additional traffic that comes with combining two major
highways in the metro area. 270 and I-76 already cannot handle the traffic counts that are
on those roads. And to think that we can expand and put the additional traffic from I-70
onto those roads I think is a huge problem. The other is that I would like to advocate for the
continued access from Vasquez Boulevard onto I-70. That is a major corridor for many
Commerce City businesses. Transportation logistics and distribution is a major lifeblood of
this community, and we need to make sure that we maintain the proper access.

I certainly sympathize with folks that are affected by I-70. But I don't think the answer is,
you know, there are areas of Commerce City and southern Adams County that are just as
economically disadvantaged, just as diverse ethnicity-wise as those areas of Denver. The
answer is not to advocate for putting, removing one burden from one disadvantaged
community onto another. I've personally walked those neighborhoods that abut next to I-76.
I think some of the comments that suggest that there are no residents or there's not as
many residents in those corridors I think is misguided because I've walked them and talked
to those folks. And they already experience the challenges of living next to a highway. And
to advocate for increasing that traffic flow, increasing the environmental concerns I think is
something they are particularly concerned about.

So I certainly want to advocate my support for the partially lower covered option. I think it
is the best option that's currently being addressed by CDOT. And Commerce City
recognizes that too. That's why we have early on advocated for the partially lower covered
option so we can do some work to reunite those neighborhoods that are traditionally divided
by I-70. Thank you for your time tonight. Appreciate your time.

Responses to Comments

Comment noted.

“ As identified in the Final EIS, the Steele Street/Vasquez Boulevard interchange will remain
open as part of the Preferred Alternative design in response to the comments received during the
Supplemental Draft EIS. For information on the Steele Street/Vasquez Boulevard interchange, please
see PA6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Comment noted.
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Comments

Source: Public hearing transcript | Document Number: 125 Last: Morris First: Mark

First of all, everybody knows road construction sucks. We have to live with it. I'm in favor of

a lowered highway. Two other comments. I personally don't like roundabouts. I'm old
school. I don't like them in different places in different states, but everybody would get used
to them. I'm just not crazy about them. And managed lanes, I just hope they don't turn into

a toll road to where I have to go. Thank you.

Responses to Comments

Roundabouts have been removed from consideration as part of the Final EIS.

A CDOT is not permitted to convert existing lanes to managed lanes.
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Comments Responses to Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 437 Last Morse Firstt James

The cover for the highway was developed to mitigate the adverse impacts to the Elyria and Swansea
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Neighborhood and to restore and enhance neighborhood cohesion, which was disrupted decades
ago by the original I-70 construction in the 1960s. For information on impacts to the Environmental
. E Justice communities, please see EJ1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Welcome: contactus@l 70east.com Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
BN Hazardous material is adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on CDOTs plans for
encountering hazardous materials within the project area, please see IMP6 of the Frequently Received

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

From: "James Morse"

Date:  Mon, October 27, 2014 7:20 pm The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more) purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the

Priority: Normal Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

name: James Morse

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing,Hazardous Materials,Managed Lanes,Property Impacts
comments: | am not in support of what is being presented at this point. Does this
section of I-70 need work? Yes, it does however not to the extent of what is being
proposed. Too many homes will be permanently gone due to this expansion. These
neighborhoods have already had & experience the feeling of being forgotten & stepped
on. By doing this they are going to experience the same thing all over again. There

are unknowns when it comes to the contaminated soil from the Asarco plant that was
once there in that area. Disrupting the soil can/will cause a lot of issues for the
immediate area and beyond. CDOT already owns the proper space along [-270 to
re-route the expansion. | feel strongly that this option should be considered more.
CDOT will not disrupt homes or businesses by doing this. Please do not bully our
neighborhoods anymore.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 418 Last Morse First Kimberly

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Kimberly Morse"

Date: Sun, October 26, 2014 5:18 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Kimberly Morse

comment_topic: Air Quality,Financing,Preliminarily Identified Preferred
Alternative,Property Impacts,Other

comments: To the overseers of the proposed |-70 project, | ask you....what is the
rationale for this project? Is this a short sighted project that is being designed

based on today's needs? Or have you designed this project with tomorrow's needs in
mind? After all, this project is not expected to be completed for at least 10 years.
There have been numerous studies conducted and articles written about the fact that
millenials are purchasing fewer cars and driving less. Additionally, we see an
increasing demand from existing and newer metro area residents to migrate into the
city. They are moving to the city for convenience and the ability to walk or use

other modes of transportation other than a car. We know that too that there is a

finite supply of fossil fuels. With all of these realities in play, why would invest

over a billion dollars in a highway that is unlikely to be used to capacity by the

time it is completed? | have several other concerns about this project. They

include: - Impact to the surrounding communities. Elyeria, Swansea and Globeville have
been forced to sacrifice access to the city and quality of life for several

decades. This project will further decimate the community by separating families

(for those who lose their homes and/or businesses) and increase economic, health
and quality of life burdens on these residents. - Health Impacts. Area residents

and drivers on |-70 will be introduced to toxins that can lead to cancer and other

life threatening illnesses. As | understand, the area for the proposed trench has

not undergone any remediation from Asarco, in particular, but also from other area
businesses. This project will disrupt toxic particles that have been dormant in the

soil and have the likely potential to make the particles both airborne and to send
them into our water supply and into the soil in the surrounding area. No one can
guarantee that there will not be precipitation during the dig and therefore run off
from rain or floods can send the toxins down stream to neighbors. - Cost.

We've not yet seen your plan for funding this project and particularly for the upkeep
of the cover. The residents of Denver should not be burdened with the economic

Responses to Comments

The project needs to address the condition of the viaduct today as well as the future traffic needs of
I-70. For information on the phases of construction over time based on the funding limitations, please
see Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, of the Final EIS. For information on the project’s
purpose and need, please see GEN1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

“ Changes in driving patterns are adequately considered in the Final EIS. For information on how
traffic forecasting model was determined for this project, please see TRANSS and for changes
to driving patterns see TRANSI11 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The Partial Cover Lowered Alternative was developed in response to the community’s concerns to
reconnect the Elyria and Swansea Neighborhood by removing the existing viaduct or the potential
for a newly constructed viaduct, and placing the highway below ground level. For information on
how CDOT minimizes impacts to the Environmental Justice communities, please see EJ3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

“ CDOT is coordinating with EPA on the clean-up program for the Vasquez/I-70 Superfund site. For
information on CDOT’s plans for encountering hazardous materials within the project area, please see
IMP6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located
in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

E Taxes would not be raised to pay for this project. For information on the project funding strategy,
please see FUNDS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft
EIS. located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 418 Last Morse First: Kimberly

E—: upkeep of this project which is a state highway rather than a city road.
Accountability - You and your team, as a state employee are accountable to the
residents of Colorado who pay your salary. | hope you will take your responsibility
very seriously and consider and act upon the preferences of the residents. Expanding
ﬂ‘ I-70 is NOT your sole option. This project can be moved a little further north, away
from residential areas to minimize the health and community impacts. Additionally,
because you will not need to dig a trench this project can be delivered in a much
more cost effective manner. That is, if this project truly warrants such a large
expansion for our future.

Responses to Comments

Several alternatives that realign or reroute I-70 have been considered during the EIS process. For
information on alternatives to remove I-70 from its current alignment, please see ALT2 and ALT3 of
the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1
of Attachment Q.
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Responses to Comments

Comments
Source: Submittal Document Number: 851 Last Mueller First Mark

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s
purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Mark Mueller"

Date: Wed, October 29, 2014 12:54 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Mark Mueller

comment_topic: Other
comments: | am requesting that CDOT perform a supplemental EIS for |-70 using the

“_ |-76 & 1-270 alternative.
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Source:

Comments

Document Number: 365 Last Mueller Morse Fistt Darlene

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Darlene Mueller Morse"

Date: Tue, October 21, 2014 12:59 pm
To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Darlene Mueller Morse

comment_topic: Historic,Visual

comments: The |-70 East project seems to forget one major item: the people whose
lives and homes are to be impacted with this project. Since the first interstate
highway went in during the Eisenhower Administration, citizens have been displaced,
property has been seized, lives have been disrupted. | would think that since the
'50s, we have learned to do better. By following existing corridors along railroad
tracks and other natural configurations, such as moving the route north, would make
the least impact on these neighborhoods. Also, consideration needs to be given to
the nature and form of commuting in the next 30-50 years. Perhaps our reliance on
cars won't be as heavy as alternatives will be in place. If there were to be a wide
concrete ribbon halving, then quartering the area, this would give the impression

that more lanes is better and that we can continue to widen our roads when traffic
increases instead of exploring other less land-encroaching ways. Finally, |

remember how East I-70 traffic was slowed to an almost standstill some days when going
under the jet runway by the old DIA. By putting the I-70 corridor underneath again,
the same thing will happen. It is human nature to slow down in a tunnel. thank you
for your consideration.

Responses to Comments

CDOT agrees that we can no longer build our way out of congestion. In fact, that is a main reason the

Department is proposing to make the new lanes on I-70 East managed or tolled lanes with congestion
pricing. These managed lanes give CDOT the ability to manage congestion over time, providing the
guarantee of a congestion-free ride even as highway volumes increase. Further, managed lanes can
encourage carpooling and transit use and enable more reliable and efficient transit service. Together,
these strategies allow CDOT and FHWA to maintain I-70 decades into the future, reducing the
disruption to environmental and community resources that come with continual widening of roads.
This is particularly important in the case of CDOT’s preferred alternative as the lowered structure will
be constructed with a 75- to 100-year life expectancy.

To mitigate the “human nature to slow down in a tunnel” the Highway design incorporates, in
addition to the latest lighting technologies, wider lanes and adequate shoulders to help with the traffic
flow as vehicles enter and exit the covered section. For information on lighting under the cover,
please see PAS of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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Comments Responses to Comments

Source:  Submittal Document Number: 472 Last: Murin First:  Amy

The I-270/1-76 Reroute Alternative was evaluated and eliminated because it did not meet the project’s

purpose and need. For information on the I-270/I-76 Reroute Alternative, please see ALT3 of the
Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: |-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM

From: "Amy Murin"

Date: Tue, October 28, 2014 9:41 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)
Priority: Normal

name: Amy Murin

comment_topic: Property Impacts,Other

comments: It is imperative that CDOT do an SEIS on the full re-route that includes
both |-270 and I-76. -The current plan is not comprehensively researched, and we
must take the time to make a long-term plan that takes into account the expected
growth of the Denver area. -I'm concerned that the current expansion plans would
Y- create a major bottleneck when 10 lanes come down to 6 after Pecos. - 11
neighborhoods would be affected by widening 170. If CDOT instead chose to reroute
170 traffic around 270 / 76, ZERO neighborhoods would be affected and it would only
add 1-2 minutes to the drive!l Please do the responsible thing and take the time to
comprehensively evaluate the options.
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Source: Submittal

Comments

Document Number: 743 Last Myers First Cari

Current Folder: SDEIS Comments Responded to

Welcome: contactus@i-70east.com

Re: I-70 EAST EIS - SDEIS COMMENT FORM
From: "Cari Myers"

Date: Fri, October 31, 2014 3:59 pm

To: webmastercc@i-70east.com (more)

Priority: Normal

name: Cari Myers

comment_topic: Historic,Property Impacts,Swansea Elementary,Other

comments: Comment 1: We wish to express our serious concerns about the Colorado
Department of Transportation's proposal to widen Interstate 70 in north Denver
because of the devastation it will create in the mostly impoverished and Hispanic

neighborhoods of Elyria-Swansea and Globeville between Colorado Boulevard and 1-25.

Comment 2: Widening Interstate 70 in this corridor will significantly increase the

public health threat that the highway's presence already poses to residents in

these neighborhoods. The City of Denver's Health Impact Assessment showed that
currently, residents living within 500 feet of the present highway experience

significant pollution exposure, creating asthma levels over 40%, compared to 28%
citywide. Comment 3: Two elementary schools (Swansea and Garden Place) are within
this 500-foot distance from [-70. Widening the highway will exacerbate these health
concerns for children attending these schools. Comment 4: These neighborhoods, like
others along the |-70 corridor, are burdened with air contaminants and greenhouse gas
emissions, causing high incidence of respiratory illness and other chronic disease

that result in early death. Widening I-70 will result in expanding the zone of

serious air quality and health impacts further into these neighborhoods. Comment 5:
We believe this proposal will seriously fracture the cohesiveness of these
neighborhoods. Elyria-Swansea and Globeville have yet to recover from the damage of
when |-70 was first constructed fifty years ago. Numerous homes and local

businesses were removed, and this access-limiting highway separated close-knit
families and neighborhoods. The communities became detached from the rest of city
and had to live with the negative effects of an elevated viaduct, including dirt,

air pollution, noise, and shadows. This proposal of widening |-70 to more than 300

feet in width will remove the families living on 7 of 14 core blocks in Elyria

displacing at least fifty families and will create further barriers between families and
neighbors living north and south of the proposed expanded highway. Comment 6:
Currently, there is no proposal for helping replace the housing stock that this

Responses to Comments

CDOT recognizes that the project passes through environmental justice neighborhoods, and so
provided an unprecedented level of public involvement tailored to meet the needs of these low-
income and minority people to find ways to improve the project, and lessen the impact of the
project. For information on impacts to the Environmental Justice communities, please see EJ1 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

I Section 5.20, Human Health Conditions, of the Final EIS contains an expanded discussion of
environmental health issues in Elyria, including the Health Impact Assessment conducted by DEH.
For information on the Health Impact Assessment, please see AQ1 of the Frequently Received
Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

NAAQS limits set by EPA, protect human health. The modeled air quality values for the I-70 East
project are below the NAAQS and demonstrate that there is no exceedance or impact from the project
based on EPA’s health-based standards for these pollutants. Therefore, there are no projected impacts
from the project related to pollutants covered by the NAAQS. For information on air quality in the
project area, including Swansea Elementary, please see AQ3 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q. No mitigation
measures are proposed for Garden Place because that school is not impacted by this project.

“ The cover will directly contribute to improved air quality, resulting in PM10 concentrations that
are lower at Swansea Elementary School and the surrounding area than they would be in the future
without the cover (No-Action Alternative). For information on air quality in the project area, please
see AQ3 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

E Reconnecting the Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods was a core value identified by residents, and the
Preferred Alternative effectively addresses those concerns, based on input received. The alternative
maintains the same number of north-south through streets as exist today. The project will also provide
wider, continuous sidewalks and new street lighting along 46th avenue and along the streets that
cross over the highway. These improvements are in addition to the proposed 900 foot cover. For more
information, please see PA1, PA2, and PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on
the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

CDOT will provide $2 million in funding to develop affordable housing units in the Elyria and
Swansea Neighborhood through available programs. For information on the replenishment of housing
stock in the impacted neighborhood, please see PROP3 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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project will remove with comparably priced housing in the same area. Displaced
homeowners will not be equipped to find similar housing, and certainly not near the
same neighborhood. This is a serious disruption of an already damaged social
environment. Comment 7: Engineering that does not start with an understanding of
== neighborhoods and people is bad engineering. Engineering that does not advance

community values and which results in displacement is social engineering at its

worst. Comment 8: We oppose this proposal not only because it is unjust but also

because it is immoral for what it does to the disenfranchised of our city. These

neighborhoods will receive no significant social or environmental benefits with the

approval of this proposal. Comment 9: This project does not improve connectivity,

improve health and wellness of residents, make the community more livable nor provide benefits for

improved mobility, especially given the high proportion of residents who do not own

L Or operate motor vehicles. Comment 10: We request that the Colorado Department of

Transportation develop a solution that listens to the needs and wants of those who

live in these neighborhoods. We seek an outcome that does not displace homes,

families, or businesses in these neighborhoods. Comment 11: We seek a solution that

demonstrably improves the health and wellness of residents beyond conditions that

exist today that is, a solution that results in measurably better health

conditions for residents, school children, workers and visitors to these

| neighborhoods. Comment 12: We request a solution that improves mobility and

accessibility of residents of these neighborhoods, that does not continue to rely

on fossil fuel technology, and provides instead new investments in transit,

sidewalk completion, separation of railways, and bicycle connections.

Comment 13: We request a solution that focuses foremost on improved

connectivity within these neighborhoods and

repairing the damage caused by locating I-70 here more than 50 years ago. Comment

—_ 14: We strongly affirm that investing in making these communities more complete,
more vibrant, and healthier should be the city and state's priority, not damaging

them further through this misguided proposal.

Responses to Comments

The FHWA Livability and Sustainability principles were used on this project from the beginning
when the project began as a combined transit highway project through to the most recent development
of the Partial Cover Lowered Alternative. The project alternatives improve connectivity and
accessibility within the local network adjacent to I-70 by ensuring that walking, biking, and transit
are safe, convenient, and realistic choices. The Partial Cover Lowered alternative not only addresses
the road safety and capacity issues but also helps achieve some broader community goals of livability,
quality schools, safe streets along with supporting the existing communities along the corridor; its
identification as the preferred alternative was based on sustainability approaches that help to enhance
quality of life and serve transportation needs of the present and future, see Chapter 3, section 3.11.1
of the Supplemental Draft EIS.

n Incorporation of the highway cover will help reconnect the surrounding neighborhoods by providing
easy and safe connections between these communities for all users, especially pedestrians and
bicyclists. The inclusion of the highway cover with an urban landscape and a community space
helps achieve some broader community goals of livability, quality schools, and safe streets along
with supporting the existing communities along the corridor. For information on impacts to the
Environmental Justice communities, please see EJ1 of the Frequently Received Comments and
Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

These concerns are adequately addressed in the Final EIS. For information on north-south
connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA9 of the Frequently Received Comments
and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q. Understanding that
not all connectivity is vehicle-based, please also see walkability and bicycle route improvements
in TRANS?2 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

The existing I-70 viaduct needs to be replaced because of its deteriorating structural conditions. All
alternatives that are under consideration, including the No-Action Alternative, expand the footprint of
the roadway to meet current design and safety standards.

I8 After construction there will be additional community recreational and exercise space on the cover
for wellness activities. For information on impacts of the highway air pollution and human health,
please see AQ3. AQ4, AQS5 and AQ6 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the
Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.

Incorporation of the highway cover will help reconnect the surrounding neighborhoods by providing
easy and safe connections between these communities for all users, especially pedestrians and
bicyclists. For information on walkability and bicycle routes improvement, please see TRANS?2 of the
Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part 1 of
Attachment Q.

Responses continue on the following page.
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Responses to Comments

“ Incorporation of the highway cover will help reconnect the surrounding neighborhoods by providing
easy and safe connections between these communities for all users, especially pedestrians and
bicyclists. For information on north-south connectivity with the Preferred Alternative, please see PA9
of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, located in Part
1 of Attachment Q.

“ The inclusion of the highway cover with an urban landscape and a community space helps achieve
some broader community goals of livability, quality schools, and safe streets along with supporting
the existing communities along the corridor. For information on project mitigation measures, please
see IMP1 of the Frequently Received Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS,
located in Part 1 of Attachment Q.
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